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BEFORE THE ARIZONA POWER PLANT AND 

TRANSMISSION LINE SITING COMMITTEE 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF SUNZIA TRANSMISSION LLC, I N  
CONFORMANCE WITH THE 
REQUIREMENTS OF ARIZONA 

FOR A CERTIFICATE OF 
E NVI RO N M ENTAL C 0 M PAT1 B I LITY 
AUTHORIZING THE SUNZIA 
SOUTHWEST TRANSMISSION 
PROJECT, WHICH INCLUDES THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF TWO NEW 500 KV 
TRANSMISSION LINES AND 
ASSOCIATED FACILITIES 
ORIGINATING AT A NEW SUBSTATION 
(SUNZIA EAST) IN LINCOLN COUNTY, 
NEW MEXICO, AND TERMINATING AT 
THE PINAL CENTRAL SUBSTATION IN 
PINAL COUNTY, ARIZONA. THE 
ARIZONA PORTION OF THE PROJECT 
IS LOCATED WITHIN GRAHAM, 
GREENLEE, COCHISE, PINAL, AND 
PIMA COUNTIES. 

REVISED STATUTES 40-360, ET SEQ., 

DOCKET NO. L-OOOOOYY-15-0318- 
00171 

CaseNo.  171 

NOTICE OF LODGING EXHIBITS 
NOS. REDl  THROUGH RED16 

OF REDINGTON NATURAL 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION 

DISTRICT 

Pursuant  to R14-3-211 and  paragraphs 16 a n d  17 of the September 11, 

20 15 Procedural Order, Redington Natural Resource Conservation District, by 

and  through their counsel, La t  J. Celmins of Margrave Celmins, P.C. hereby 

submits Exhibits Nos. REDl through RED16 on  behalf of Redington Natural 
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Respectfully submitted this ; "/[ day of October, 2015. 

8171 East Indian Bend Road, Ste. 101 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85250 
Telephone: (480) 994-2000 

Email: lcelminsO,mclawfirm.com 
Fax: (480) 994-2008 

CERTICATION OF MAILING 

Pursuant  to A.A.C. R14-3-204, the original Exhibits Nos. RED1 through 
RED 16 filed on behalf of Redington Natural Resource Conservation District this 
- />%day of Octrober with: 

Utilities Division-Docket Control 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

?.R $ 
Copy of the foregoing mailed this 21 day of October, 20 15 t 

Thomas K. Chenal, Chairman 
Assistant Attorney General 
ARIZONA POWER PLANT AND 

1275 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, A 2  85007 
thomas.chenal@azag.gov 

TRANSMISSION LINE SITING COMMITTEE 

Ms. Janice Alward, Chief Counsel 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
jalward@azcc.gov 
Counsel f o r  Legal Division Staff 

Albert H. Acken, Esquire 
Samuel L. Lofland, Esquire 
RILEY CARLOCK AND APPLEWHITE 
One North Central Avenue, Suite 1200 
Phoenix, A 2  85004-44 17 
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aackenarcalaw. corn 
slofland@,rcalaw. com 

Lawrence V. Robertson, J r .  
OF COUNSEL TO MUNGER CHADWICK 
P.O. Box 1448 
Tubac, A 2  85646-1448 
TubacLawyeraaol. com 

Charles Haines 
Attorney, Legal Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
c hain@,azcc . gov 
Attorney for the Arizona Corporation 
Commission, Legal Division 

Norm Meader 
3443 East Lee Street 
Tucson, A 2  85716 
n me ad e @,cox .& 

Cedric I .  Hay, Deputy County Attorney 
Pinal County Attorney’s Office 
PO Box 887 
Florence, Arizona 85 132 
cedric. hay@pinalcountyaz. gov 
Counsel for Pinal County, Arizona 

Peter T. Else 
PO Box 576 
Mammoth, Arizona 856 18 
bigbachardfarngmail .  com 

Jay  Shapiro 
Shapiro Law Firm 
1819 East Morten Avenue, Suite 280 
Phoenix, Arizona 85020 
j ay@ s h ap s 1 aw az . c o m 
Counsel for Robson Communities 
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Peter Gerstman 
Executive VP and  General Counsel 
Robson Communities, Inc. 
9532 East Riggs Road 
Sun  Lakes, Arizona 85248-7463 
peter. gerstman@robson. COG 

Christina McVie 
4420 West Cortaro Farms Road 
Tucson, Arizona 85742 
cmcviemtucsonaudubon. org 

Linda Pollock Linda. pollocl@azag.gov 
Greg Stanley Gregory. Stanlev@pinalcountyaz.gov 
Chris Keller Chris. keller@pinalcountyaz.gov 
M a t t  Clark mclarW,tucsonaudubon.org 
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Pearl M a s t  cperlmast@gmail. corn 

Ms.  MartaT. Hetzer 
Coash & Coash, Inc. 
1802 N .  7th Street 
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Redington Natural Resource Conservation District 

Testimony Notebook with Filing Documents 

Arizona Power Plant & Transmission Line Siting Committee 

Docket Number L-OOOOOYY-15-0318-00171 

IN THE MATTER OFTHE APPLICATION OF SUNZIATRANSMISSION LLC, IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE 
REQUIREMENTS OF ARIZONA FOR A CERTIFICATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY AUTHORIZING 
THE SUNZIA SOUTHWEST TRANSMISSION PROJECT. 
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Chris Fletcher Bio 

Chris Fletcher, Supervisor, Redington Natural Resource District 

Born and raised in Arizona with ties to ranching in my family. 

Bachelor of Science, Arizona State University, 1990 
Major Emphasis of Study: Organizational Communication 
Minor Emphasis of Study: Business Management 

10 years management experience with the State of Arizona primarily in personnel management and 
process improvement. 

9 years superintendent experience in residential and commercial construction with a focus in site work, 
infrastructure, structural concrete, grading and drainage, and fugitive dust and storm water pollution 
prevention, 

10 years volunteer, part time compensated, and herd manager for a family owned cattle operation on 
the BLM Auga Fria National Monument, EZ Ranch Allotment and US FS Rice Peak Allotment. 
Responsible for all Annual Operating Instruction Reports, range grazing durations, and documents with 
respect to Upper Water Conservation Area for endangered species protection. This position also 
required accurate records of use and interaction with the AZ Game and Fish Department to coordinate 
and monitor Antelope wildlife habitat corridor projects. 

2 years management experience, owner Bar 1F Agriculture Dba, Saguaro Ridge Ranch, San Manue! , ,Ai! 
as a cattle producer. 

As a supervisor for the Redington NRCD I volunteered, and was approved, to testifi on behalf of our 
District with respsct to the SunZia CEC Application. 
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Stefanie A. Smallhouse - Bio 

Stefanie Smallhouse owns property within the Redington Natural Resource Conservation District and 
served as a Supervisor for several years. Stefanie and Andrew Smallhouse own and operate the Carlink 
Ranch, a 130 year old farming and ranching operation located along the San Pedro River. Stefanie 
attended New Mexico State University, graduating with honors and receiving a Bachelor of Science in 
Agriculture degree with studies focused in Wildlife Science and Range Management. She worked for the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) as a biologist in Utah before moving to Arizona in 1999. She was 
the Executive Director for the Arizona Natural Resource Conservation Districts State Association from 
2008-2013, and now manages a statewide competitive grant program which provides funding to 
landowners, local governments, and tribes for measures that maintain or enhance water quality and 
quantity in riparian systems. 

Stefanie Smallhouse assisted on the Sunzia Project from 2009- 2013 as an advisor to the Redington 
Natural Resource Conservation District in their coordinated planning effort with the BLM. 
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Districts as Political Subdivisions 

Exhibit RED 3 

Irriaation and other districts as Dolitical subdivisions 
Irrigation, power, electrical, agricultural improvement, drainage, and flood control districts, 
and tax levying public improvement districts, now or hereafter organized pursuant to law, 
shall be political subdivisions of the state, and vested with all the rights, privileges and 
benefits, and entitled to the immunities and exemptions granted municipalities and political 
subdivisions under this constitution or any law of the state or of the United States; but all 
such districts shall he exempt from the provisions sf sections 7 and 8 of article I X  of this 
constitution. 
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Statutory Responsibilities regarding conservation of lands, soils, water, wild life and habitat 
areas, and dealing with State agencies regarding development, coordination relating to 
resource conservation programs and utilization of lands. 

ARS. 637-1001. Declaration of Dolicy 
I t  is declared the policy of the legislature to provide for the restoration and conservation of 
lands and soil resources of the state, the preservation of water rights and the control and 
prevention of soil erosion, and thereby to conserve natural resources, conserve wildlife, 
protect the tax base, protect public lands and protect and restore this state's rivers and 
streams and associated riparian habitats, including fish and wildlife resciilrces that are 
dependent on those habitats, and in such manner to protect and promote the public health, 
safety and general welfare of the people. 

ARS. 637-1053. Powers and duties of suDervisors 
A. The supervisors shall: 
1. Provide for the keeping of a record of all proceedings, resolutions, regulations and 
orders issued or adopted. 
2. Furnish to the commissioner copies of such ordinances, rules, regulations, orders, 
contracts. forms or other documents adopted or employed. audits of the district or 
education center and such information concerning their activities as the commissioner 
requests. 
El. The supervk@rs may appoint additional adyisory members to the distrkt governing 
body and delegate to the chairman or any member, or to any agent or employee, such 
powers and duties as they deem proper. 
C. District supervisors shall require and provide for the execution of a corporate surety 
bond in suitable penal sum for, and to cover, any person entrusted with the care or 
disposition of district funds or property. 
D. The compensation of the district supervisors shall be determined by the supervisors 
meeting as the governing body of the district but shall not exceed the compensation 
prescribed by section 3861 1, plus amla1 and necessary expenses nf attending district 
meetings, and a per diem subsistence allowance and actual and necessary expenses while 
errgaged in officiai business by order of the si.ipei-v?sois. 

ARS. 537-1054 Powers of district 
A. This state recognizes the special expertise of the districts in the fields of land, soil, water 
and natural resources management within the boundaries of the district. A district is 
empowered to: 
1. Conduct surveys, investigations and research relating to the character of the soil, soil 
erosion prevention within a farm or ranch, methods of cultivation, farm and range 
practices, seeding, eradication of noxious growths and any other measures that will aid 
farm and range operations, disseminate information pertaining thereto, and carry on 
research programs with or without the cooperation of this state or its agencies or the 
United States or its agencies. 
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2. Conduct demonstration projects within the district on lands owned or controlled by the 
state or any of its agencies with the consent and cooperation of the agency having 
jurisdiction of the land, and on any other lands within the district on obtaining the consent 
of the landowner or the necessary rights or interests in the land, in order to demonstrate 
by example the means, methods and measures by which water, soil and soil resources may 
be conserved and soil erosion and soil washing may be prevented and controlled. 
3. Cooperate and enter into agreements with a landowner, an operator or any agency or 
subdivision of the state or federal government to carry on programs of watershed 
improvement, soil erosion prevention, methods of cultivation, cropping practices, land 
leveling and improvement on agricultural lands, and programs limited to methods of 
proper range use, reseeding and the eradication of noxious growth on grazing lands, all 
within the limits of an individual fanx or ranch and subject to the ccrnditions the 
supervisors deem necessary. 
4. Acquire, by purchase, exchange, lease or otherwise, any property, real or personal, or 
rights or interest in any property, maintain, administer and improve any properties 
acquired, receive income from any property or right or interest in property and expend it 
in carrying out the purposes of this chapter, and sell, lease or otherwise dispose of any 
property or interest in property in furtherance of the purposes of this chapter. 
5. Make available, on the terms it prescribes to landowners within the district, agricultural 
and engineering machinery and equipment, fertilizer, seed and other material or 
equipment as will assist the landowners to carry on operations on their lands for the 
purposes and programs authorized by this chapter. 
6.  Develop, publish and bring to the attention of landowners within the district 
comprehensive plans for the conservation of soil and water resources within the district 
that specify in such detail as may be feasible the acts, procedures, performances and 
avoidances necessary or desirable for the effectuation of the plans. 
7. Apply for, receive and spend monies from the Arizona water protection fund pursuant to 
title 45, chapter 12 to be used in individual districts or in cooperation with other districts, 
persons, cities, towns, counties, special districts and Indian communities for projects 
consistent with title 45, chapter 12. 
8. Employ agents, engineers, attorneys or other ernployses not readily available from 
existing state agencies. 
9. Sue and be sued in the name of the district, have a seal, which shall be judicially noticed, 
have perpetual successioii un!ess terininated iis proc.ided in this chapter, may makz and 
execute contracts and other instruments necessary or convenient to the exercise of its 
powers and make, amend and repeal rules not inconsistent with this chapter to carry into 
effect its purposes and powers. 
10. Accept donations, gifts and contributions in money, services, materials or otherwise, 
and use or expend them in carrying on its operations. 
11. Organize and establish an education center. 
B. No provision of law with respect to the acquisition, operation or disposition of property 
by other public bodies shall be applicable to a district organized under this chapter unless 
specifically stated therein. 
C. After the formation of any district under this chapter, all participation there under shall 
be voluntary, notwithstanding any provision of this chapter to the contrary. 
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D. A district may send to the Arizona water protection fund commission established by 
title 45, chapter 12 written recommendations for geographic areas to be emphasized, 
issues of concern and measures to implement title 45, chapter 12. A district that sends 
written recommendations to the commission shall request information from at least the 
following: 
1. The director of the department of water resources and the state land commissioner. 
2. The federal and state fish, wildlife, recreation and natural resource agencies. 
3. County and municipal entities. 
4. The public. 
E. The district shall develop procedures to ensure adequate participation in the public 
involvement process prescribed by subsection D of this section. 

ARS. 637-1056 Cooperation between districts 
The supervisors of any two or more districts organized under the provisions of this 
chapter may cooperate in the exercise of any power conferred in this chapter. 

ARS. 637-1057 Cooperation bv state apencies 
Agencies of this state which have jurisdiction over or are charged with the administration 
of any state owned lands, and of any county or other governmental subdivision of the state 
which have jurisdiction over, or are charged with the administration of, any county owned 
or other publicly owned lands lying within the boundaries of any natural resource 
conservation district, may cooperate fully with the supervisors of such districts in the 
effectuation of programs and operations undertaken by the supervisors under the 
provisions of this chapter, The supervisors of any district organized under the provisions 
of this chapter may cooperate with any municipality within the boundaries of the district 
on matters relating to soil conservation or land use planning. 
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1. Introduction -1 

The Redington Natural Resource Conservation District (NRCD) was organized June 19, 1947. In 
1954 the State Conservation District law was amended to allow rangeland to be added to districts. 
In 1956 the District extended its boundaries to include all rangeland and petitioned in all of the 
land within i ts boundaries. 

Title 3 7-1 001. Declaration of policy 
It is declared the policy of the legislature to provide for the restoration and conservation of lands 
and soil resources of the state, the preservation of water rights and the control and prevention of soil 
erosion, and thereby to conserve natural resources, conserve wildlge, protect the tax base, protect 
public lands andprotect and restore this state’s rivers and streams and associated riparian habitats, 
including fish and wildlije resources 

II. Description of Planning Area 
The Redington NRCD boundaries overlap portions of four counties: Cochise, Pima, Pinal, and Graham. It is 
accessible on unimproved dirt roads from $an Manuel, Willcox, Benson, and Tucson. There are no 
incorporated towns but one school district designated as a transportation district for the residents within 
the general area of Redington. There are a variety of cooperators (members of the NRCD) within the 
District, and a diverse spectrum of land use. 

The Redington NRCD encompasses approximately 290,381 acres in the San Pedro River valley of 
southeastern Arizona. It includes approximately 31 miles of the San Pedro River, which runs north- 
northwest through the middle of the district and is the area’s most defining geographical, ecological and 
social-historical feature. 

The district’s southern boundary lies just north (downstream) of the Narrows, a bedrock intrusion that 
divides the upper and lower San Pedro trasins. The western boundapi runs along the crest of the Rincon 
and Santa Catalina mountains, which separate the San Pedro and Santa Cruz watersheds. The northern 
boundary lies along Alder Wash and Kielberg Canyon. The eastern district boundary is an irregular north- 
south line through Range 20 East of the Gila-Salt River Meridian. It begins just northeast of the Narrows 
and ends on the southwestern flank of the Galiuro Mountains. 

Elevations in the study area range from 2650 feet above sea level at  the north end of the river corridor to 
over 8600 feet at  the top of the Rincon Mountains. Average annual precipitation increases with elevation 
from roughly 10 inches to more than 24 inches. The terrain is extremely rugged, characterized by deep 
tributary canyons and washes cut into the foothills slopes on either side of the river. Vegetation 
communities include cottonwood-willow riparian forests and mesquite bosque terraces along the San 
Pedro River, mixed broadleaf forest in tributary canyons and washes, Upper Sonoran desert scrub on lower 
elevation uplands, Sonoran and Chihuahuan semi desert grasslands at intermediate elevations and 
madrean oak woodlands in the surrounding mountain ranges. Conifer forests occur at  the very highest 
elevations. This largely un-fragmented watershed includes the Chihuahuan Desert, Sonoran Desert, 
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Southern Arizona Semi-desert Grassland, and Mexican Oak-Pine Woodland and Oak Savannah, all 
of which join together in the Lower San Pedro River valley. 

Development is very limited. It is estimated that there are approximately 175 year round 
residents, less than was found in the area early in the 20th century, and probably less than 
occurred during some prehistoric periods. Crop agriculture and livestock production have been 
the dominant land uses since the arrival of Spanish missionaries in the region over 300 years ago. 
State lands are leased to private ranchers for grazing, as are most national forest lands. Land 
ownership is a patchwork of public agencies, private individuals, and private non-profit groups. 
Private lands are a minority of the area, concentrated along the river and around other naturally 
occurring water sources. The largest single land owner in the area is the Arizona State Land 
Department, holding lands in trust for Arizona public schools and various other trustees. 

Land Ownership: 

’a 

Federal 77,065 acres 

State Trust 168,167 acres 

Private 45,149 acres , 

For a more complete description of the district please refer to the Lower San Pedro River 
Watershed Assessment Project WPF-#00-109 (LSP). This assessment was completed as a result of 
the Redington NRCD applying for and receiving a Water Protection Fund Grant in 2002. The 
assessment was completed and presented for approval in 2006 and therein adopted by the 
Redington NRCD to be incorporated where applicable into the District’s Long Range Natural 
Resource Conservation Plan and short term annual plan of operations. 

111. General Policies and Procedures 

The meeting schedule of the Redington NRCD varies based upon the amount of business at  hand, 
but generally meets every other month (January, March, May, July, September, November). In 
generai, meetings are neld at  the Cascabel Community Center located in Cascabel, but can be 
moved to other locations depending upon the business a t  hand. All meeting notices and agendas 
are posted according to AZ Open Meeting Law. Special meetings will be called as needed to 
handle urgent business. 

State funding Is used for board member expenses, ernployeelconsultant salaries, educational 
efforts, and other expenses. 

Arizona statutes mandate that an election will be held every two years for one of the three elected 
supervisors. Each elected supervisor serves for a period of six years and can succeed him or 
herself. After each election, the three elected supervisors submit recommendations to the State 
Land Commissioner for two supervisors who (to be approved for appointment by the Secretary of 
State) will serve until the next election if approved for appointment by the Secretary of State. 

The District Board of Supervisors is responsible for informing the general public of available 
assistance and progress being made on local issues of public concern. The district develops an 
annual plan of work which sets forth the high priority issues and conservation projects/educational 
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workshops in the coming year. Board members should make themselves available to district 
landowners to address concerns and questions. 

Minutes of the RNRCD board meetings are held by the district manager and are also available on 
file with the AZ State land Department (1616 W. Adams St, Phoenix). Annual reports, financial 
reports, and funding requests are also on file with the AZ State Land Dept. 

The Redington NRCD has several Memorandum of Understanding agreements with federal, state, 
and local agencies for addressing natural resource issues and land/water management efforts. 

’ -1 

IV. Purpose, Duties, and Responsibilities 

The purpose for the Natural Resource Conservation Districts is  mandated in Arizona statute as 
stated above. The objective of the Redington NRCD is to provide leadership in promoting the 
conservation of ail natural resources within the district. We are not and have never been a 
regulatory body which enforces comprehensive land use planning such as does a county 
government, but are instead a local governing body of elected officials tasked with educating local 
landowners about conservation in land and water use management, while facilitating on the 
ground conservation planning through program funding and technical assistance. Conservation 
districts are also responsible for prioritizing natural resource concerns for federal program funding 
through the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008. 

The fact that we are non-regulatory does not diminish our importance in local land use planning, 
but makes our efforts that much more successful in that landowners follow our leadership and 
develop conservation planning on a voluntary basis. The Redington NRCD is the only organized 
form of local government for the two local communities of Cascabel and Redington. For this 
reason we are solely responsible to  coordinate land use actions and planning with federal, state, 
and local government planners for our area. The district keeps in close communication and at  
times surveys community members, landowners, and community organizations as to the goals and 
conservation issues of importance that the district should plan for. 

) 

We recognize that conservation plays a vital role in sustainable agriculture, rural community 
planning, the stewardship of the environment, and the general economy of the area. Our 
objective is to help bring about the use of each acre of agriculture and other lands within the limits 
of i ts  capability and treatment of each acre in accordance with i ts needs for protection and 
improvement. Our responsibilities iilclude continuous monitoring of all our resources to insure 
quality as well as quantity for future generations. 

V. Land Use and Physical Characteristics of the District 
Farming and ranching have existed as a major land use since at least re-settlement in the late 
1800’s (Sayre, 2004). Farming has been in practice for both subsistence and commercial/trading 
purposes dating back to pre-historic periods. Farmland occurs along the narrow benches adjacent 
to the San Pedro River and is subject to considerable damage from back cutting in the main 
channel and in the tributary side drainages. Ranching occurs on rangelands/pastures occurring 
from the valley bottom up to the highest foothills a t  the base of the mountain ranges that 
surround the lower watershed. Farmland is used for crop/hay production as well as irrigated 
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pasture. Using farm fields for irrigated pasture allows for rest/rotation of rangelands throughout 
the growing season for best management practices. 

The primary source of irrigation water is groundwater pumped to the surface through wells. There 
is some remaining, but very little, diversion of river water from grandfathered pre-statehood 
surface water rights. Depth to the water table is shallow and despite persistent years of drought 
the water table remains stable overall. 

It has been well documented that mesquite occurs in much greater density along the valley 
bottom than a t  the time of re-settlement in the late 19* century. The invasion is likely due to un- 
controlled grazing during that time and resulted in sacaton grasslands being choked out by woody 
species. Mesquite trees are known for their ability to maximize all available water sources and in 
general use more water than other native vegetation and cultivated crops. Farmland creates a 
mosaic along the river mimicking to some extent the once present sacaton grasslands and is 
benefiting wildlife species dependent upon that habitat type. 

Livestock numbers have fluctuated since re-settlement. In the early 20th century livestock 
numbers were for the most part uncontrolled and un-managed. Fencing was illegal and too 
expensive. Managing the resources for conservation was not prevalent because the number of 
cattle per rancher determined the swath of that rancher’s control. During that time over-grazing 
did lasting damage to the vegetation and soils within the district. Today much of this damage 
(erosion, brush invasion, etc.) has been reversed or is steadily recovering. Recurrent droughts 
continue to affect forage production, but conservation planning has lead to better management 
on what large ranches remain. Conservation practices placed on the ground such as fencing, 
water pipelines, and vegetation treatments are common now and have improved grazing 
management. Man-made water sources also benefit wildlife in drought years and provide water 
in areas of habitat that may have been underused prior to placement. 

At least one ranch in the district is actively managing mesquite forests along the valley bottom for 
lumber production and firewood cutting. Firewood cutting also occurs in other areas of the 
district but generally for private use and not commercial purposes. 

There are several areas along the river with bee boxes. This has proven to be important for local 
agricultural operations and the general finction of the various ecological processes in the area. 

Recreation, hunting, and off-road use has increased within the district in the last twenty years due 
to the increased population pressure of nearby metropolitan areas, decreased access to state and 
federal lands in other districts, and the general increase in off-road vehicle recreation. 

Virtuaily all subdivision has occurred in the southern haif of the district as a result of iarge ranches 
going out of production and being sold for residential purposes. This has affected a large area of 
land, principally along the San Pedro River Corridor, but it has not reached the high densities and 
small lot sizes typically associated with the term subdivision. County zoning permits lots as small 
as 4.13 acres, but the average subdivided parcel in the study area is 68 acres (Sayre, 2004). 

Conservation/preservation lands have steadily increased in the LSP. The Bureau of Land 
Management, The Bureau of Reclamation, The AZ Dept. of Game and Fish, Pima County, The 
Nature Conservancy, Salt River Project, and private landowners have protected close to 40,000 
acres and invested over 25 million in acquisitions of conservation/preservation lands and water 
rights (Baker, 2010). 

* \  
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Further land use descriptions and historical conditions are available within the LSP Watershed 
report (WPF#00-109). 

VI. Major District Concerns and Objectives 

During the analysis period of the LSP Watershed Assessment the residents/landowners within the 
district were surveyed to determine particular resource concerns. This was done through public 
meetings and mailed questionnaires. Additional public meetings were held at the close of the 
assessment in 2006 when the findings of the analysis were presented. The following is a summary 
of those concerns. For a more detailed listing of concerns please see the LSP Watershed 
Assessment report. 

Upland Vegetation: Improve water infiltration on rangelands, control invasive shrubs and exotic plants, 
implement the use of prescribed burning. 

Udand Erosion: Erosion control watershed wide, and address soil stability. Improvement of rangeland 
condition. 

- Fire: Prescribed burning to control invasive woody species, improve rangeland condition. 

Riparian Vegetation: Control of fuel loads on federal lands and river banks, treatment of woody invasion in 
riparian areas, control of noxious and invasive species. 

Bank and Gullv Erosion: Address bank and gully erosion watershed wide, install rock dams to curb arroyo 
cutting. 

- Roads: Attention to road engineering and maintenance, erosion effects of side roads 3nd 03 road vehicle 
effects. 

- Water: Consistent water supply, low water use crops, water recharge on uplands, water 
availa bility/developments for livestock and wildlife, flood control. 

Noxious and Invasive Plants: Treatment and control. 

Wildlife and Fish: Maintain corridors and un-fragmented habitat, predator control, habitat improvement, 
consistent monitoring. 

Social Issues: Protection of private property rights, encourage purchase of development rights, maintain 
traditional agriculture, encourage local food production. 

Educational Programs: Improved communication, education of new landowners, studies of cultural land 
use. 

The major issues in the above list were considered in the data collection for the LSP Watershed Assessment. 
This long range natural resource conservation plan combines those issues from above with those that have 
been persistent concerns of the last twenty years. 

1. Soil Erosion and Sedimentation -Sediment pollution of streams and erosion of rangeland is 
a major problem in the district. Two objectives to correct the problem are to affect 
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physical changes in the watershed to reduce erosion and to improve range management 
techniques to prevent erosion. 

Erosion was a topic of considerable concern in the LSP Assessment. Soil conservation is a 
basic objective for all natural resource management. Soil erosion on uplands can reduce 
soil depth and therefore reduce soil moisture holding capacity and rooting depth. Soil 
erosion can result in the loss of nutrients from the watershed especially since these 
nutrients are most abundant in the surface soil. In addition, soil erosion contributes to 
sediment accumulation and lower water quality in drainages and reservoirs. Soil 
compaction can also reduce infiltration rates and soil moisture holding capacity, thus 
increasing runoff and erosion hazard. The LSP Assessment indicated that roads associated 
with recreation and utility construction/maintenance were the major source of erosion in 
the district and the number one cause of human-related gully erosion. Un-improved roads 
tend to intercept surface runoff and cause it to run down the road. This water builds up 
depth and erosive power and eventually starts to cut a gully in the tracks down the road. 
When these tracks develop into a deep rut or gully, the road is usually moved over to get 
out of the rut. Once started these gullies often tend to continue to erode, even if the road 
is moved. The severities of the problems relate to the slope of the road and the type of soil 
involved. Roads along ridges may have little problem because there is no source of water 
above them. Roads running down slopes act as channels for water (Smith, 2006). The 
Natural Resource Conservation Service describes the erosion hazard for the Stagecoach, 
Sonoran and Pinaleno soils, which make up 85% of the area, as severe which indicates that 
significant erosion is expected. The numerical rating is .95 where 1.00 has the greatest 
negative impact. Excessive erosion from roads can overwhelm a river’s capacity to process 
sediment. Cross-country road construction increases unauthorized access to off-road 
vehicles. The clearing of vegetation and associated soil compaction from these roads 
counter the re-vegetation and rangeland improvement efforts currently taking place in the 
district (Baker, 2010). 

Management: (UP Adopted Recommendations) 

Mitigating upland erosion depends mainly on maintaining a good vegetation and litter 
cover on the watershed and managing for the type of vegetation that will provide the 
most effective cover, Le. perennial grasses instead of shrubs. The district will prioritize 
efforts that address reducing soil erosion through management of vegetation by way of 
mechanical methods, and vegetation management in areas existing in zones 41-3, 41-1, 
41-2, and 40-1 (Smith, 2006). The deeper soil areas have been identified as priority areas 
for treatment, either to correct existing problems or to prevent future problems. The 
highest priority for vegetative treatment should be all sites with deep soils and heavier 
soil texture either in the A or 6 soil horizons. These areas tend to have relatively low 
infiltration rates and high soil erodibility. Figure 9 in the LSP Assessment Report 
delineates priority areas for treatment. 

Mitigating bank and gully erosion involves improving general watershed condition by 
increasing soil-stabilizing vegetation, engineering structure or mechanical treatments, 
avoiding road construction with steep access and traveling across drainages. Gabions 
and diversion dams can also be of use. The district will continue to seek technical advice 
on engineering structural erosion reduction devices and prioritize projects that address 
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this issue. The district will discourage road construction that will increase this type of 
erosion which already exists as a problem along utility and gas lines. The district will 
encourage road construction based upon sound construction design to allow for water 
movement that does not increase erosion. The district will continue to promote sound 
road design, maintenance, and construction of the Cascabel/San Pedro River Road in 
order to address erosion and sedimentation issues. 

The Redington NRCD supports the 1991 Safford Resource Management Plan statements 
and planning with regard to soil erosion and the overall goal to minimize soil erosion and 
rehabilitate eroded areas to maintain and enhance watershed condition. The 1991 RMP 
specifically states that any future major cross-District utility rights-of-way proposals will 
be encouraged to use existing corridors. 

Uoland Vegetation - Grassland has declined from approximately 33% of the area to only 
2%, i.e. it has been converted to shrub/grassland or shrubland. Likewise, shrub/grassland 
has declined from 43% of the area to 22%. Shrubland increased from 11% to 64%. Future 
objectives regarding this assessment are dependent upon what is possible on the 
ecological site, resource concerns, or desired uses. Desired results of the district are 
reducing shrubs, increasing perennial grasses, increasing cool season grasses, reducing 
non-native species, and increasing ground cover. Increasing the vegetative cover of 
perennial grasses in the upland areas will help slow runoff and also address concerns of 
sedimentation in waterways. 

Management: (LSB Adopted Recommendations) 

Proper livestock grazing should be employed wherever livestock are grazed to maintain 
or improve the range and increase livestock performance. Prescribed burning should be 
used to increase the presence of desert grasslands and various means of mechanical 
control of shrubs should be used where possible and economically feasible. Mechanical 
control should be folloiied with reseeding of native/perennial grass seed. Chemical 
control should be considered for shrub removal and is more economicat/efficient than 
mechanical treatments. Biological control on the uplands should be considered through 
intensive goat grazing. Reseeding should only be considered in areas that have been pre- 
treated, and feasible for that locatbr! (i.e. soils, slope). The timing for this is critical; the 
seed is expensive and non-native species are likely to be more successful in this area. Re- 
seeding should be considered in very specific situations and carefully planned. 

3. Water Avai1abilitvjQuantit~- Providing water for wildlife and livestock was an issue raised 
by a number of people. Concerns about overdraft were also voiced. Good livestock 
grazing management is the key to achieving and maintaining good watershed condition in 
the LSP. An integral part of grazing management is water availability and location. Wildlife 
use and benefit from water developments created for livestock, especially during 
prolonged times of drought. According to mapping done for the LSP Assessment there are 
adequate watering sites available, however not all of them may be functional or provide 
water on a year round basis. Wildlife would benefit from water made available during the 
driest and hottest times of the year; however, livestock grazing is managed during this time 
of year to protect the seed base of grasses. This means that waters may not be in use 
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during this time for much of the area. Natural springs are generally subsurface during this 
time as well. 

There is no evidence that the San Pedro River (SPR) was ever perennial throughout. The 
hydrographic survey report created by the Arizona Dept. of Water Resources (ADWR) 
states that in the Redington Sub-watershed there are about 4 miles of perennial flow, 
about 29 miles of formerly perennial flow that is now intermittent, and about 21 miles of 
intermittent flow that was historically intermittent. The SPR does not have perennial 
surface flow at the Narrows where it enters the LSP basin and there is no evidence of sub 
flow near the surface. According to ADWR only a small amount of sub flow enters the 
lower basin across the Narrows from the upper basin. The main water source coming from 
the upper basin is ephemeral flow. It appears that all or most of the surface flow in the 
river originates within the LSP watershed (Smith, 2006). 

It appears that present water uses are in balance with the supply of groundwater. There is 
lack of evidence that perennial flow in the SPR has decreased or that well levels have 
decreased. During the drought some well levels reported drops, but they were likely 
dependent upon tributary ground water. Agricultural use has declined in recent years and 
probably will not increase. Riparian vegetation use has probably increased substantially 
over the past 50 years, but that increase will likely stabilize as banks stabilize and 
cottonwoodjwillow forests decline and revert to grass banks. This change is likely to take a 
considerable amount of time. Saitcedar and mesquite invasion is contributing to an 
increase in the use of groundwater. Residential use is low at this time, but could increase 
in the future. 

Management: (LSP Adopted Recommendations) 

Not 311 species of wi!d!ife require the availability of water year round or in close 
proximity. Bat species and ungulates are the exception. Water surface areas with little 
obstruction that are readily available are important for bats for foraging purposes and 
hydration. Ungulates and avian species are not constrained by fences and land 
ownership and can likely find water if available, especially with the coverage currently 
available. The district will encourage and possibly consider a funding program to 
compensate ranchers for maintaining water sources for mid-summer availability for the 
benefit of wildlife. The district will continue to  prioritize water avai!abiMy projects if 
those projects are integral in livestock management, but it appears that most areas are 
sufficiently covered. 

Exotic and invasive species are present and increasing in some areas of the river channel 
and immediate terraces and should be treated either chemically or mechanically in order 
to ensure that surface flow in some areas is not threatened by these species. Areas with 
such little overall precipitation, as the lower uplands, do not benefit enough relative to  
the expense of treating for water infiltration. Only removal of trees in the upper most 
watershed that receives more precipitation would yield any increase in water that would 
reach the river. For this result a practical clear-cutting would be required and that would 
be counter to all other efforts by the district to address erosion and wildlife habitat 
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continuity. The district will encourage the most efficient water use in irrigation methods 
and prioritize projects that involve conversion to efficient irrigation methods. 

Water Quality. - The quantity and quality of water available in desert environments is a 
common concern. At present there does not seem to be any significant water quality 
problems associated with human causes. It would not be advisable to drink surface water 
within the LSP due to possible Giardia or Cryptosporidium contamination. 

The AZ Department of Environmental Quality has found that sediment load is high when 
flows are high. 

Management: (UP Adopted Recommendations) 

The NRCD will provide educational programs regarding the possibilities of surface water 
contamination in waste disposal, farming and livestock management practices and 
encourage the use of “best management practices”. Sediment loads during peak flows 
will be addressed with actions specific to addressing erosion issues within the UP. 

Noxious and Invasive Plants - This issue encompasses a broad spectrum of concerns 
brought about by district residents. Invasive and Noxious plants do occur in the LSP. 
Methods for controlling most of them are limited. 

Management: (LSP Adopted Recommendations) 

Control and treatment of salt cedar and mesquite are the only realistic efforts, and both 
are expensive. New Mexico has successfully treated salt cedar with herbicide in the Rio 
Grande, and some work has been done with regard to this in the upper reaches of the 
SPR. The district will investigate the cost to benefit ratio of such treatments. The district 
will stay informed of the best chemical and mechanical treatments available to farms to 
reduce noxious and invasive weed species. This information is a result of our partnership 
and working relationship with the Natural Resource Conservation Service. 

Wildlife and Fish -There is very little information available as to fish and wildlife trend data 
specific to the LSP. We do know that habitat composition has changed in the last 100 years 
to the detriment of grassland dependent species and the benefit of others, such as 
migratory neo-tropical avian species. This has surely had an impact on the population 
dynamics of those species. This largely un-fragmented watershed includes the Chihuahuan 
Desert, Sonoran Desert, Southern Arizona Semi-desert Grassland, and Mexican Oak-Pine 
Woodland and Oak Savannah, ali of which come together in the Lower San Pedro River 
valley. This results in a high diversity of species present in the watershed, to include some 
species that exist only in areas of the overlap. Maintaining wildlife corridors are of high 
concern within the district. Corridors are used by wildlife for three principle reasons: 
dispersal, migration, and home range movements. Natural corridors enable movement in 
response to environmental changes, genetic interchange, and re-colonization. In general, 
habitat fragmentation is inversely related to species success. As fragmentation increases, 
the likelihood of species survival decreases. Un-fragmented landscapes are key indicators 
developed by biologists in assessing the conservation value of regions and sites and the 
imminence of the threat they face (Baker, 2010). Large blocks of habitat have the 
potential to sustain viable species populations and they permit a broader range of species 
and ecosystem dynamics to persist. Studies have shown that even specialized species such 
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as neo-tropical migrants are using the entire watershed, not just the “green ribbon” 
created by the SPR (LSPRWA, 2006). Prime habitat and rare native fish populations are 
found throughout the Middle SPRV, both in the eastern and western valley tributaries 
(Baker, 2010). 

Generally habitat fragmentation occurs because of development, which is not currently a 
threat in the LSP. Linear corridors such as utility lines are a form of habitat fragmentation 
and create a negative edge effect. As fragmentation increases the interior habitat for 
specialist species becomes smaller and generalist species dominate the habitat and species 
diversity decreases. Presently a utility and gas line already transect the district. These lines 
are minimal, but have caused issue with habitat degradation through vegetation removal, 
introduction of noxious plant species, increased gully erosion, and increased access to OHV 
use. The impact from off-road vehicles can be very significant in desert areas due to 
destruction of vegetation, compaction of soils, increased sediment load into streams, 
increased illegal dumping, and trespass (Baker, 2010). There has been some subdivision of 
ranches into “40 acre PARCELS” and 10-65 acre residential properties. This can affect the 
movement of wildlife and result in resource issues related to highly variable management 
practices that result in negative impacts. There are still livestock management issues to 
address among smaller acreage operations as related to fisheries and wildlife as well as all 
other concerns. 

Management: (LSP Adopted Recommendations) 

The district will consider maintaining or improving habitat diversity and therein species 
diversity through land treatments that encourage a mosaic of vegetative structures and 
biodiversity. The district will investigate and promote studies in the area that further the 
knowledge of existing species diversity and population trends. The district will 
discourage habitat fragmentation and stream sedimentation created by utility or major 
transportation corridors. The district will sponsor and promote education opportunities 
for small acreage landowners to learn about natural resource conservation practices 
suited for their operations. The district will continue to promote proper grazing 
management techniques for “newcomers’’ and small acreage landowners. Large scale 
housing development is not a concern at this time. 

7. Conservation PlannindConsewation Education - Conservation planning is important for 
the watershed as a whole no matter the size (acreage) of land ownership. Proper planning 
can address many concerns at the same time. The NRCD currently sponsors a Conservation 
Education Center that promotes end educates !oca! cooperators, students, and landowners 
about conservation practices etc. 

The Redington NRCD works in partnership with various federal, state, and local 
government agencies, local government bodies, and private landowners. The NRCD is the 
only existing form of local government within the district boundaries. For this reason and 
because the district focuses its efforts and mission according to natural resource 
conservation, protection of the tax base and water rights, the district will invoke 
coordination with any federal or local agency and or federal/local government body 
connected with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act in order to coordinate future 
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actions within the district. Those actions and management plans should coordinate and be 
consistent with this long range plan. 

43 USCSection 1712 (c)(9) provides that the Secretary of Interior "shall" "coordinate the land use 
inventory, planning and manaaement activities of or for [the public lands] with the land use 
planning and management programs of other Federal departments and agencies and of the State 
and local aovernments within which the lands are located. .. 
Congress expanded upon this mandate of coordination by specifiing that coordination would 
include a minimum of the following: 

Keep apprised of our local plans; 
Consider our plans in your planning; 
Assist in resolving inconsistencies between your plans and our local plans; 
?rovide "meaningful" invoivement of our local government officials in 
the "develonment" of your "land use programs, land use regulations and land use 
decisions. " 

Management: 

Coordinated Resource Management Plans/Ranch Management Plans will be encouraged 
for agricultural operations and education workshops will be sponsored by the district to 
address small acreage conservation planning. 

The district will continue to sponsor the Redington Conservation Education Center. 

The District will invoke coordination with any federal or local agency and or federal/local 
gvsmment body connected with the Federal land Policy and Management Act ic! order 
to coordinate future actions within the district. Those actions and management plans 
should coordinate and be consistent with this long range plan. 
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VII. Provision for Revision 

The Plan shall be amended from time to time as conditions indicate and the need for 
modification occurs. The Board of Supervisors will review this Plan once a year for this 
purpose. 

VIII. Resolution for Adoption 

This Long Range Natural Resource Conservation Plan was adopted by the Redington 
Natural Resource Conservation District Board of Supervisors, on this twenty-fourth day of 
August, 2010. 

Charles Kent, Chairman 

Andrew Smallhouse, Vice Chairman 

Susan Newman, Member 

Stefanie Smallhouse, Member 

Charles Ffolliott, Member 
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I. Area Description: 

The Redington Natural Resource Conservation District (RNRCD) boundaries overlap 
portions of four counties: Cochise, Pima, Pinal, and Graham. The District encompasses 
approximately 290,381 acres in the San Pedro River valley of southeastern Arizona. I t  
includes approximately 31 miles of the San Pedro River (SPR), which runs north-northwest 
through the middle of the district and is the area’s most defining geographical, ecological 
and social-historical feature. 

The district’s southern boundary lies just north (downstream) of the Narrows, a bedrock 
intrusion that divides the upper and lower San Pedro basins. The western boundary runs 
along the crest of the Rincon and Santa Catalina mountains, which separate the San Pedro 
and Santa Cruz watersheds. The northern boundary lies along Alder Wash and Kielberg 
Canyon. The eastern district boundary is an irregular north-south line through Range 20 
East of the Gila-Salt River Meridian. It begins just northeast of the Narrows and ends on the 
southwestern flank of the Galiuro Mountains. 
Average annual precipitation increases with elevation from roughly 10 inches to more than 
24 inches; however, since 2000 precipitation has been well below this average. The terrain 
is extremely rugged, characterized by deep tributary canyons and washes cut into the 
foothills slopes on either side of the river. Vegetation communities include cottonwood- 
willow riparian forests and mesquite bosque terraces along the San Pedro River, mixed 
broadleaf forest in tributary canyons and washes, Upper Sonoran desert scrub on lower 
elevation uplands, Sonoran and Chihuahuan semi desert grasslands at intermediate 
elevations and madrean oak woodlands in the surrounding mountain ranges. Conifer 
forests occur at the very highest elevations. Tlais largely un-fragmented watershed 
includes the Chihuahuan Desert, Sonoran Desert, Southern Arizona Semi-desert Grassland, 
and Mexican Oak-Pine Woodland and Oak Savannah, all of which join together in the Lower 
San Pedro River valley. The San Pedro River is generally entrenched 20-30 feet below a 
pre-1880 floodplain. 

Major Land Resource Areas (MLRA) are broad areas based on climate, geology, and soil 
patterns. There are two major land resource areas in the focus area: Sonoran Basin and 
Range -40 (Upper Sonoran Desert Scrub 40-l), and SE Arizona Basin and Range - 41 
(Mexican Oak-Pine Woodland and Oak Savannah 41-1, Chihuahuan-Sonoran Desert Shrub 
Mix 41-2, Southern AZ Semidesert Grassland 41-3). 
Ecological sites within the District have been identified. Ecological site descriptions classify 
land within an MLRA based upon its ability to produce a distinctive type and amount of 
vegetation due to significant difference in parent material, soil characteristics, topographic 
position, or other factors. This system was developed by the NRCS and has been widely 
used in resource management and planning. 
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Crop agriculture and livestock production have been the dominant land uses since the 
arrival of Spanish missionaries in the region over 300 years ago. State lands are leased to 
private ranchers for grazing, as are most national forest lands. Land ownership is a 
patchwork of public agencies, private individuals, and private non-profit groups. Private 
lands are minority acreage of the area, concentrated along the river and around other 
naturally occurring water sources. The largest single land owner in the area is the Arizona 
State Land Department, holding lands in trust for Arizona public schools and various other 
trustees. 

* x, 

Land Ownership: 
Federal 
State Trust 
Private 

77,065 acres 
168,167 acres 
45,149 acres 

11. Background: 
In 2003, the RNRCD initiated a district wide resource assessment which was completed in 
2006 and titled: The Lower San Pedro River Watershed Assessment Project (LSPWAP). In 
the early stages of the LSPWAP, a series of public meetings were held and the following 
major issues and concerns were identified among several others: Upland Vegetation - 
shrub control, increased vegetative cover, improvement of range condition, native plant 
and grass restoration, invasive shrub control, improvement of water infiltration on 
rangelands; Upland Erosim - soil stability, erosion control; RiDarian Vegetation - control 
of fuel loads, noxious weed control, overpopulation of woody species; Bank and Cullv 
Erosion - bank stability and erosion; Flood Control: Surface Water and Stream Flow - 
water recharge, water supply; Groundwater Supp 1.r - water use and recharge, water 
infiltration of uplands; Wildlife and Fish - habitat improvement to include water 
availability. Each of these major issues was included in the LSPWAP report of 2006. 
In general, water reserves, in the form of ground water supplies, are an essential element of 
land use planning throughout Arizona and have always been a component of District 
planning. In a recent report from the Arizona Dept. of Water Resources, “Arizona’s Next 
Century: A Strategic Vision for Water Supply Sustainability”, the Lower San Pedro River 
Vai!ey was not identified fer any primary efbrt to address ground or surface water issues. 
Analysis of current and projected uses did not identify any threat of overdraft. Limited 
natural recharge and water capture related to weather patterns and the composition of 
soils and upland vegetation will justify continued focus on water conservation in 
production agriculture and domestic use into the future. 
The LSPWAP concluded grassland has declined by approximately 31% having been 
converted to shrub/grassland or shrubland. Shrub/grassland has declined from 43% of 
the area to 22%, while shrubland has increased overall by over 50% (Smith et ai. 2006). 
A number of studies have documented changes in upland vegetation in southern Arizona, 
and particularly in the desert grassland area (Smith et al. 2006). As reflected in the 
LSPWAP, the most dramatic change within this planning area has taken place within the 
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desert grassland zone - MLRA 41-3, with substantial changes occurring in the historically 
dominated shrub grassland and grassland areas within the District These areas are now 
either dominated by shrubs or the amount of shrub cover has increased significantly. I t  is 
likely these changes were initiated by uncontrolled grazing and fire suppression during the 
late 19th century and early 20th century. Most of the rangeland was unfenced and water 
was not readily available throughout; resulting in overstocked cattle concentrating in areas 
and eventually prompting the spread of shrubs as grasses were over utilized and became 
less dominate. 
Land managers of the last half century have implemented grazing management programs 
which have countered the rate of shrub invasion in grassland areas, but the severe 
droughty conditions of the last twenty years have made conditions more favorable to 
invasive shrub species over perennial grasses despite these efforts and therefore a more 
aggressive approach is needed 
Conversion from grassland and grass/shrubland mix to shrubland dominated areas has 
resulted in several resource concerns. The purpose for this conservation implementation 
strategy is to identify possible actions which could be taken to reverse this trend and 
therefore address associated resource concerns. 
Also of major concern as identified during the LSPWAP, is vegetation and water availability 
along the riparian corridor of the San Pedro River. This area provides valuable wildlife 
habitat, specifically of note a major migratory flyway for neo-tropical migratory bird 
species. 
Prior to the initiation of arroyo cutting along the banks of the river in the late WOO’S, the 
river flowed in a fairly shallow and narrow channel in most places, inundated frequently 
and sub-irrigated from the high water table in many areas. The main vegetation on the 
floodplain appears to have been sacaton, with a limited amount of cottonwood, -Willow, or 
other woody species. There is little evidence of extensive stands of mesquite woodland 
along the river (Smith e t  al. 2006). There are several possible reasons for the 
entrenchment of the river banks in the late 19th century, but the resulting drop in the water 
table along the banks became more favorable to mesquite and woody species over sacaton, 
which requires periodic flooding within its root zone. After several decades of flooding and 
further erosion of the banks, a new more stable floodplain has developed over time at a 
lower level between these banks to the point when aggradation will occur and bank cutting 
will diminish. 

Exhibit RED 5B 
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111. Problem Statement: 
Uplands- A greater than 50% decline in grassland and shrub/grassland area has occurred 
within the study area of the Lower San Pedro River Watershed in the last 14-0 years. Please 
see Appendices: Appendix A - Map of Historic Vegetation (pre-settlement), based upon 
NRCS ecological site descriptions: Appendix B - Map of Present Vegetation, based upon 
field data; Appendix C - Map of Priority for Vegetation Management to Prevent/Reduce 
Upland Soil Erosion. 

Appro% acres of historic and present vegetation in the Lower San Pedro watershed project area. 

(Table 5. Smith etal., 2006) 

*No acreages were assigned to these areas because their relative extent in “historic times” is unknown. 

The annual precipitation within the focus area had been generally between 10-24 inches; 
however, the U.S. Drought Monitor has consistently rated this area of SE Arizona to be in 
extreme drought. This has been favorable to an increase in shrub species, and a decline in 
perennial grasses and forbs. I t  is important to maximize moisture absorption in areas 
where and when possible, given the following factors: soil texture, soil structure, surface 
roughness, depth to soils restricting infiltration, rainfall intensity and duration, slope, and 
ground cover. I t  is not uncommon for precipitation events to result in > 1” of water in a 
very short amount of time. Historically this water would have been slower to run off with a 
greater presence of grasses, but in recent years the increase in shrub species means this 
water travels more quickly downstream and takes more soil with it. 
Erosion is a natural process to some extent and there are areas within the District which 
are pre-disposed for shrub dominated vegetation. The goal for these areas is to prevent the 
rate of erosion from increasing significantly due to land use or management. Educational 
efforts will be made to inform land managers of the production potential of these sites to 
encourage management decisions which correlate to site potential and avoid over 
utilization of soil and vegetation resources. 
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The rate of erosion increases as ground cover decreases. The rate of water infiltration 
decreases as ground cover decreases. Soil surface protection on sites with the greatest 
potential for grass production can be improved by vegetation manipulation. In general, 
perennial grass cover is better at protecting the soil surface than shrubs. Surface protection 
will result in greater water infiltration rates and a decreased rate of soil erosion during 
average precipitation events. According to the LSPWAP, the highest erosion rates were 
seen in the shrublands at lower elevations with lower vegetative cover, and especially on 
steeper slopes. Of these areas, the best opportunity to achieve better soil protection and 
thereby increased water infiltration exists on sites with deeper soils, gentler slopes, and 
greater grass potential. Areas where shrubs have not completely taken over should be 
priority over those areas where grass cover has severely declined. 
Continuing with applied grazing management techniques and practices is an essential 
component of upland resource planning. Proper grazing rotation aids in the management 
of plant composition and vigor - an important aspect of soil management and water 
infiltration. 
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J 3  

Low Priority 

Bedrock 

Medium Priority (87,770 ac;) 

Limy Slopes 41-2,41-3 Loamy Upland 

High Priority (114,744 
ac.) 

I Forest/Woodland 41-1 

Volcanic Hills 

Granitic Hills 

Limestone Hills 

LimyUpland I Sandy Loam Shallow Upland 41-2,41-3 I Sandy Loam Upland I 

Limy Fan 41-2,41-3 I LoamyHills 

Sandy Bottom 41-2,41-3 

Sandy Upland 41-2,41-3 Clay Hills 

Sandy Loam Deep Upland 41-2,41-3 

Clay loam Upland 

Clay Upland 

All of 40-1 except Loamy 
Upland/Loamy Hills 

~_______  

invasive woodlands along the !hodplain - 
Dense mesquite woodland growth is fairly recent (early 19OO’s), having replaced large 
areas of sacaton grass along the floodplain of the lower San Pedro River for most of its 
length [Smith et. al. 2006). The banks of the River are severely down cut along extensive 
stretches and although the cause of the river bank incision is not agreed upon, it has 
resulted in a more habitable environment for shrub encroachment. 
Mesquite is a phreatophyte and able to take advantage of any water available, both near the 
surface and at depths of up to 200’ due to very long taproots; their rate of 
evapotranspiration is significantly higher than any other plant in this area, including 
irrigated crops. The encroachment of mesquite bosques along the River has created bird 
habitat, but conversely; it is likely this has had an effect on surface water availability in the 
channel, habitat diversity, soil nutrients, and bank stability. 

6 l ” a q e  
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There are areas along the river channel which have become wide enough that flood waters 
are not causing bank sloughing to previous extents and the banks are gradually sloping 
down. In these areas, a new floodplain is being created where grasses are re-establishing 
and the mesquites are dying back 

As has happened along many Southwestern water ways, saltcedar [tamarix) trees have also 
become established along many stretches of the lower San Pedro River and becoming 
denser. Saltcedar is an aggressive riparian tree species, which can “out compete” other 
more desirable native riparian species, creating a monotypic environment. Tamarix have a 
high evapotranspiration rate as well, and it’s been observed that dense “clumps” of these 
trees cause blockages during high flow events, furthering bank sloughing in those areas as 
the water is forced around these islands and into the banks. 
Whether SE Arizona has transitioned into a drier climate cycle long term, or the current 
drought continues into the next few years, there is a need to continue to implement water 
conservation measures within the valley. 

IV. Goals/Objectives: 
The Redington NRCD, along with its conservation partners, would like to prioritize those 
projects which focus on the management of upland vegetation and the control of invasive 
vegetation along the river floodplain. 

Goal: Upland - Improved water infiltration rates, decreased erosion rates, greater 
perennial grass presence. 

Objective 1: Identify the characteristics for high priority areas. 
Objective 2: Treat those areas with mechanical, chemical, and grazing 

management methods so as to encourage perennial grass seed 
production and discourage the further establishment of shrub species. 

Objective 3: Provide education to land managers as to site potential and effective 
management tools. 

Goal: Mesquite Woodlands - Decrease the velocity and quantity of runoff into the river 
channel, maintaining the current progression of the river bottom from deeply cut 
and erosive banks back to the narrower meandering channel of historic record. 

Objective 1: Identify the characteristics for high priority areas. 
Objective 2: Begin mesquite removal treatments in limited areas of highest 

potential. 
Objective 3: Implement monitoring of treatment areas to aid in future expanded 

efforts of treatment. 

Goal: Water Conservation - Utilize ground water sources efficiently. 
Objective 1: Improve irrigation efficiencies through applied technologies. 



I ‘  

Redington NRCD 
Docket Number L-OOOOOYY-15-0318-00171 

’ i 
Exhibit RED 58 

V. Alternatives: 

NoAction 
Strategic Approach with implementation of conservation practices and tools to 
accomplish the following: brush management, riparian invasive management, 
grazing management, applied irrigation efficiencies, and education. 

Upland - 
Under the current drought conditions, a “No Action” approach will result in the continued 
decline in overall grass and grass/shrubland environments in the watershed, which will 
affect overall soil nutrients and stability, wildlife habitat availability, and production 
capabilities for historical and efficient land uses. 

A strategic approach to upland vegetation management will maintain what grass and 
grass/shrub sites remain. This is beneficial for erosion control, water infiltration, and 
forage control. Some vegetation monitoring in the District has shown a decline in shrubs 
and increase in annual and perennial grass frequencies. This may be due to the drought 
affecting the shrubs to such a point when the grasses can once again be competitive but not 
yet thrive. This would be a good time to take advantage of this weakness and focus 
attention on brush management projects and grazing intensity, duration, and timing. 

Woodland Invasion of the FloodDlain - 
Under a “No Action” alternative, it is possible that the floodplain of the river will continue 
to widen and the banks will aggrade to eventually re-establish a narrower, meandering 
channel without any action. This will likely take a significant amount of time and with the 
continued presence of invasives such as mesquite and saltcedar the system is very 
vulnerable to high flow events and re-incision. 

A strategic approach to encouraging the re-establishment of native grasses in areas of the 
river floodplain, where currently achievable, would ensure that those stretches of the river 
are not contributing to sedimentation, using less water, and providing diversified habitat 
Water Cons e m b o  n -  

Under a “No Action” alternative, there would be no further water savings where room for 
conservation still exists. This would mean loss of water to evaporation, and less crop 
uptake efficiencies. 
A strategic approach to encouraging the implementation of improved irrigation efficiencies 
through applied technologies and education would be a pro-active approach to ensuring 
stable ground water supplies well into the future. 
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VI. Proposed Solutions and Actions: 

Mapping will be referenced and field site visits will take place in order to determine areas 
of priority with the highest potential for improvement The District will promote this effort 
and encourage the involvement of land managers in conservation programs and 
partnerships which will further this effort. 

Possible Conservation Practices; 
Brush Management - 314 
Prescribed Grazing - 528 
Upland Wildlife Habitat - 645 
Range Planting - 550 
Grazing Land Mechanical Treatment - 548 
Fence - 382 
Livestock Pipeline - 516 
Irrigation water conveyance - 430 
Irrigation pipeline - 430 

VII. Partnerships and other Funding Sources 
In order to ensure a successful effort in implementing the objectives for our 
conservation goals, several. partners will need to come together, bringing different 
resources to the effort. The primary participatory roles for this effort are private 
iand owners within the gianfiing area. The Redington Natural Resource 
Conservation District’s involvement will be focused on educational efforts, program 
promotion, and technical assistance. The Natural Resource Conservation Service is 
a great presence in the valley and longtime partner for land owners wanting to 
participate. The agency will provide technical assistance and Environmental Quality 
Incentive Program administration and cost share. 
There is very little federal land within the planning area which relates to the above 
stated goals. To date there has not been enough federal involvement in this 
planning effort to assume assistance from the Bureau of Land Management towards 
these goals on public land acreage. 



Redington NRCD 
Docket Number L-OOOOOYY-15-0318-00171 Exhibit RED 58 

The AZ State Land Department is the largest land manager in the valley and will 
continue to work with grazing permittees and the Conservation District to provide 
oversight on projects proposed for implementation on state lands. 

VIII. Implementation 
This strategy is intended to be the focus of the District’s efforts for program prioritization 
and educational efforts from FY 2015-2020. Any funding opportunities which become 
available for use within the District will first be considered for these resource concerns and 
then other projects thereafter. At this time the financial assistance needed and the acreage 
goal is purely an estimate given that these efforts are voluntary and it is difficult to 
anticipate which landowners are willing and able to pursue such projects in the next five 
years. This strategy will aid conservation partners in prioritizing monies made available 
through both federal and private funding sources and assist landowners in determining the 
potential of project sites. An extensive watershed assessment was completed in 2006 and 
this information along with more recent field visits to potential sites will aid in determining 
those areas with the greatest potential for improvement. 

Priority Classes for Vegetation Treatment (Smith etal. 2006) 
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iesource Concern 

!015-2020 

jegraded plant condition- 
indesirable plant 
)roductivity and health, 
nadequate structure and 
:omposition. 

Severe bank erosion - soil 
Zrosion- concentrated flow 

Soil erosion- sheet/rill 

~~ 

Water quality degradation 
- excessive sediment in 
iurface waters 

Water Conservation - 
imgation efficiencies 

Total: 

Treatment 

Brush Management - 314 

Prescribed Grazing - 528A 

Range Planting - 550 

Livestock Pipeline - 516 

Upland Wildlife Habitat - 645 

Grazing Land Mechanical Treatment - 
548 

Fence - 382 

Prescri-bed Grazing - 528A 

Grazing Land Mechanical Trezh.ent - 
548 

Fence - 382 

Range Planting - 550 

Brush Management - 314 

Prescribed Crazing - 528A 

Grazing Land Mechanical Treatment - 
548 

Irrigation water conveyance - 430 

Irrigation System - Sprinkler-442 

Total Treatment Area encompasses 
Approx 

Epecific Coals 

20,000 acres 
30,000 acres 
20,000 acres 
25 miles 
20,000 acres 
20,000 acres 

25 miles 

30.000 acres 
20,000 acres 

25 miles 

20,000 acres 

20,000 acres 
30,000 acres 
20,000 acres 

79,200 ft 

1600 ft 

31,000 acres 
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Funding 

Conservation 
[ N R a  

~ o g r a m )  

See Below 
See Below 
See Below 
See Below 

$462,000.00 

$4,400,000.00 

See Below 

See water quality 

$231,000.00 

$5,200,000.00 

$2,500,000.00 

$660,~00.90 

$700,000.00 

$158,400.00 

$99,200.00 

$14,410,600.00 

Funding 

[Landowner - 
Cost share) 

$115,500.00 

$1,100,000.00 

$57,750.00 

1,300,000.00 

$625,000.00 

$l.ss,ooo.oo 
$175,000.00 

$39,600.00 

$24,800.00 

3,602,650.00 

1 1 l P a g e  
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IX. Progress Evaluation and Monitoring 
The NRCS will track Environmental Quality Incentives Program work completed within the 
District and report to the District as to number of acres treated in high priority areas. 
Landowners participating in these projects will be encouraged to set up monitoring sites 
within the project area so as to determine the effectiveness of the treatment. This 
information will be reported annually and used for planning purposes during the Local 
Work Group process. 
The individual landowners participating in this effort will choose who will do the 
implementation of on the ground work and follow up monitoring efforts. Given that each 
project will have different dynamics, monitoring will have to be designed on a case by case 
basis. 
The Conservation District may choose to volunteer its services in follow up monitoring on 
certain treatment projects which serve as important education examples and learning 
experiences for other landowners within the planning area. 

l 2 l P a g e  
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Redington Natural Resource Conservation District 

Policy: Major Utility/Transportatiotation/Communimtion Corridors 

Exhibit RED 6 

2010 
2015 (a) 

Background 

The lands within the Redington Natural Resource Comemation District include valuable 
agricultural production acres as well as lands that are historically and culturally significant. The 
Lower San Pedro River valley is well known as an important migratory flyway and un- 
fiagmented wildlife corridor between the Galiuro, Catalina, and Rincon Mountain ranges. 
Agricultural production supports the local tax base and helps to ensure continued open space. 

Current utility lines and access roads have created environmental concerns in the form of soil 
erosion, water quality degradation, and increased off road vehicle damage to the watershed. 

There is a minimum of private land still withheld in the District; that which provides the tax base 
supporting local school districts and county services, maintains undeveloped riparian areas and 
associated state/federal grazing leases providing active management of the natural resources 
upon them and fuaher support for educational institutions. There are properties within the 
District considered to be mitigation lands purchased with the specific intention of providing 
habitat for specific species in order to mitigate land use actions in other areas. Negating this 
mitigation action would result in the need for further land purchases leading to more acres taken 
OUI of production, affec'cing the local economy. 

Any new major utility/tramportation construction would adversely affect the above mentioned 
resources by promoting further land fragmentation, loss of private ownership, the possible 
destruction of valued cultutal and historic resources, disturbance of soil and degradation of water 
quality as well as affect the ability of landowners to steward their properties and produce 
essential products for the benefit of the people of the District, the State of Arizona, and the 
country. 

The Lower San Pedro River Watershed Assessment funded through the AZ Water Protection 
Fund found roads to be a major issue of concern wirh area landowners as related to problems of 
erosion and other resource impacts. Roads associated with existing utilities were included in the 
determination that roads were considered to be the number one cause of human related gully 
erosion. These roads interrupt surface runoff and cause it to run down the road eventually 
leading to gully cuts along tracks in the road. Also reflected in this assessment was that 34-54% 
of the watershed falls within a low to moderate soil stability rating, meaning that these soils are 
more vulnerable to soil instability. 

Policy 

It is the policy of the Redington Natural Resource Conservation District to oppose the 
construction of any new major energy, transportation, or communication corridors through the 
Redington NRCD. When corridor placement is unavoidable and to minimize impacts of such 
actions, all future construction of such corridors should be along existing corridors of similar 
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capabilities that would only require an upgrade from what currently exists. Where no corridor 
disturbance currently exists the conservation district will advise project managers of necessary 
mitigation measures to be taken in order to minimize the impact to ecological resources and 
rapidly implement post-construction restoration and monitoring. 
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Coordinated Planning 
Federal and state statutes require administrative agencies to work coordinately with local government in 
developing and implementing plans, policies and management actions. 

Federai Land Policy and Management Act (1976) 

Congress defined coordination in 1976 when it passed FLPMA 43 USC 1712 (ACT) 

43 USC 1712 (c) (9) States that the Secretary Shall (9) to the extent consistent with the laws governing the 
administration of the public lands, coordinate the land use inventory, planning, and management activities of or 
for such lands ..... 

43 CFR 1610.3-1 (FLPMA Regulations) Coordination of Planning Efforts 

(a) In addition to public involvement prescribed by 1610.2 the following coordination is to be accomplished with 
other Federal agencies, state, and local governments, and federally recognized Indian tribes. The objectives 
of the coordination are for the State Directors and Field Mangers to: 

i 
i 

a. Keep apprised of state, local, and tribal land use plans, 
b. Assure that consideration is given to those plans, 
c. Assist in resolving inconsistencies between federal and non-federal Govt. plans, 
d. Provide meaningful involvement of local governments including early notice, 
e. Make federai plans consistent with local plans. (ACT.) “to the muximum extent he finds consistent 

with Federal Law and the purpose of this Act.” (Doing this would be consistent with the NEPA 
process) 

Cooperation and Coordination are referred to separately. In 1610.3-1 (a) Coordination, in 1610.3-1( b) Cooperating 
Agencies, in (1610.3-1 (c) coordination with the Governor/State agencies and i i (d) ...... 

(d) in developing guidance to Field Manager, in compliance with section 1611 of this title, the State 
Director Shall: 

(1) Ensure that it is as consistent as possible with existing officially adopted and approved 
resource related plans, policies or programs of other Federal agencies, State agencies, Indian 
tribes and local governments that may be affected as prescribed by 1610.3-2 of this title; 

(2) Identifi areas where the proposed guidance is inconsistent with such policies, plans or 
programs and provide reasons why the inconsistencies exist an cannot be remedied; and 

(3) Notifi the other Federal agencies, State agencies, Indian tribes or local governments with 
whom consistency is not achieved and indicate any appropriate methods, procedures, actions 
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and/or programs which the State Director believes may lead to resolution of such 
inconsistencies. 

National Environmental Policy Act (1969) 

42 USC 4321 (ACT) 

Title 1 Section 4332 -Cooperation of Agencies; Reports; Availability of Information; Recommendations; International 
and National Coordination of Efforts. 

CEQ “Section 102” 

(c ) include in every recommendation/repo rt...... major federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment ......... 

i. 
ii. 

The environmental impact of the proposed action 

implemented. 
Alternatives to the proposed action 
The relationship between local short term uses of man’s environment and the maintenance and 
enhancement of long term productivity. 
Any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources which would be involved in the 
proposed action should it be implemented. 

Any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposed be ! 

iii. 
iv. 

v. 

NEPA Regulations - 40 CFR 1500 Purpose, Policy and Mandate (Part 1500) 

(Title 40: Protection of Environment PART 1502: Environmental lmpad Statement) 

Section 1502.16 Environmental Consequences (Note that NEPA requires coordination for any action under an EIS) 

(c ) Possible conflicts between the proposed action and the objectives of Federal, regional, State, and local (and in 
the case of a reservation, Indian tribe) land use plans, policies and controls for the area concerned. 

Section 1506.2 Elimination of duplication with State and local procedures. 

(d) To better integrate environmental impact statements into State or local planning processes, statements shall 
discuss any inconsistency of a proposed action with any approved State or local plan and laws (whether or not 
locally sanctioned). Where an inconsistency exists, the statement should describe the extent to which the agency 
would reconcile its proposed actiQn with the plan or law. 
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**THE COURTS HAVE DEFlNED THE MEANING OF THE TERM COORDlNAT!@N TO MEAN: OF EQUAL IMPORTANCE, RANK 
OR DEGREE, NOT SUBORDINATE. 

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR - DEPARTMENTAL MANUAL PART 516 (NEPA): 

Chapter 1 

Purpose. This Chapter establishes the Department's policies complying with Title 1 of the NEPA 

1.2 Policy. It is the policy of the Department: 

B. To use all practicable means, consistent with other essential considerations of national policy to 
improve, coordinate, and direct its polices, plans, functions, programs, and resources in furtherance of 
national environmental goals; 

E. To consult, coordinate, and cooperate with other Federal agencies, and State local and Indian tribal 
governments in the development and implementation of the Department's plans and programs affecting 
environmental quality and, in turn, to provide to  the fullest extent practicable, these entities with 
information concerning the environmental impacts of their own plans and programs; 

1.5 Consultation, Coordination, and Cooperation with Other Agencies and Organizations. 

A. Departmental Plans and Programs. 

(1) Officials responsible for planning or implementing Departmental plans and programs will 
develop and utilize procedures to  consult, coordinate and cooperate with relevant State, local 
and Indian tribal governments; 

(2) Bureaus and offices will utilize, to  the maximum extent possible, existing notification, 
coordination and review mechanisms established by the OMB, the Water Resources Council, and 
CEQ. However, use of these mechanisms must not be a substitute for early and positive 
consultation, coordination and cooperation with others, especially State, local, and Indian tribal 
governments. 

C. Plans and Programs of Other Agencies and Organizations 
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(1) Oflcials responsible for protecting, conserving, developing, or managing resources under the 
Department's jurisdiction shall coordinate and cooperate with State, Local, and Indian tribal 
governments, other bureaus and Federal agencies ... 

1.7 Mandate 

B. The Department hereby adopts the regulations of the CEQ implementing the procedural provisions of 
NEPA (Sec. 102) except where compliance would be inconsistent with other statutory requirements. 

Chapter 2 Initiating the NEPA Process 

2.2 Apply NEPA Early (1501.2) 

A. Bureaus will initiate early consultation and coordination with other bureaus and any Federal agency 
which has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved, and 
with appropriate Federal, State, local and Indian tribal agencies authorize to develop and enforce 
environmental standards. 
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USDA-N RCS 

440 CONSERVATION PROGRAMS MANUAL 



Part 500 - Locally Led Conservation 

-~ ~ ~ 

1. Public Involvement The conservation district leads the effort to 
and the Conservation gather public input from a broad range of 
Needs Assessment agencies, organizations, businesses, and 

individuals in the local area who have an interest 
in natural resource conditions and needs. These 

Section 500.3. 
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Table of Contents - Locally Led Conservation 

Subpart A - Locally Led Conservation Defined 

500.0 Executive Summary 

500.1 Locally Led Conservation Defined 

500.2 Locally Led Leadership and Public Involvement 

500.3 The Conservation Needs Assessment 

500.4 The Conservation Action Plan 

500.5 Implementing the Conservation Action Plan 

500.6 Evaluating Results 

Subpart B - Exhibits 

500.iO NACD Guidance Document, "Locally Led Conservation; An Overview for Conservation 
Districts" 

500.11 NACD Guidance Document, " Conservation District Board Member Recruitment" 

Subpart A - Locally Led Csnsewatisn Defined 

500.0 Executive Summary 

Locally led conservation consists of a series of phases that involve omrnunity stakeholders in natural resource 
planning, implementation of solutions, and evaluation of results. Locally led conservation begins with the 
community itself, working through the local conservation district. It is based on the principle that community 
stakeholders are best suited to deal with local resource problems. Generally, the locally led process will 
involve the phases listed in figure 500-A1. 

Figure 500-A1 

I Phase I Activity I Further 
Information I 
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stakeholders evaluate natural 
source conditions in a conservation needs 

ssessment and establish broad conservation 
oak to meet those needs. 

e conservation district involves community 
akeholders developing and agreeing on a 

onservation action plan that documents 
ecisions and time schedules, identifies priorities 
ts goals, and identifies Government and 

nongovernment programs to meet those 
needs. Community stakeholders, under 
onservation district leadership, identify which 

Government and nomjoiiernment programs arz 
needed to address specific natural resource 
oncerns. 

Note: USDA conservation programs are just 
ome of the many programs that can be used to i atisfy the community's goals and needs. 

. Conservation 
ction Plan 

. Implementation of ommunity stakeholders, under conservation 
he Conservation 
ction Plan 

istrict leadership, obtain Government and 
nongovernment program resources and assist in 
'mplementing the programs that can satisfy the 
ommunity's goals and needs, as identified in thc i t ction plan. 

. Evaluation of the eness of plan implementation should 
Action d to ensure that the community 

ers' planned goels and objectives are 
. An evaluation should be made to 

rmine where the actual results differ from 
anticipated. The difference may result in 
ing one or more of the steps in the locally 
nservation effort. 

ection 500.4. 

@ion 500.5. 

ection 500.6. 
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500.1 Locally Led Conservation Defined 

A. Definition of Locally Led Conservation 

(1) Essentially, "locally ied conservation" is community stakeholders performing all of the following: 
(i) Assessing their natural resource conservation needs 
(ii) Setting community conservation goals 
(iii) Developing an action plan 
(iv) Obtaining resources to carry out the plan 
(v) Implementing solutions 
(vi) Measuring their success 

(i) Conservation needs assessment 
(ii) Conservation action plan 
(iii) Action plan implementation 
(iv) Evaluation of results 

(2) These actions have been grouped into four major activities for the purpose of this guidance: 

6. The Locally Led Principle 

Locally led conservation is based on the principle that community stakeholders are best suited to identify 
and resolve local natural resource problems. Thus, community stakeholders are keys to successfully 
managing and protecting their natural resources. It challenges neighbors, both urban and rural, to work 
together and take responsibility for addressing local resource needs. 

C. Definition of the Word "Local" 
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3 
The word "local" can mean a county, a portion of a county, a watershed, a multicounty region, or 
whatever geographic area is best suited to address the resource conservation needs identified. Local may 
also include specific sectors of a county, watershed, region, or community with common =source 
concerns. This may include but is not limited to groups based on operational type (organic, specialty crop, 
etc.), groups based on operator type (limited-resource, family-owned farms, retirees, etc.), or groups 
based on other mutual resource Concerns. 

D. Primary Focus: Resource Concerns 

(1) It is important to keep in mind that locally led conservation must be driven by natural resource 
conservation needs rather than by programs. Its primary focus should be to identify natural resource 
Concerns, along with related economic and social concerns. Once the natural resource concerns are 
identified, appropriate Federal, State, local, and nongovernmental program tools can be used, both 
individually and in combination, to address these resource concerns and attempt to meet the 
established goals of the community stakeholders. 

500.2 Locally Led Leadership and Public Involvement 

A. Locally Led Leadership 

(1) While there is a wide range of groups that may be in a position to lead a local conservation effort, 
conservation districts, under State or Tribal law, are charged with facilitating cooperation and 
agreements between agencies, landowners, and others; developing comprehensive conservation 
plans; and bringing those plans to the attention of landowners and others in their district. Thus, 
conservation districts are experienced in assessing resource needs, determining priorities, and 
coordinating programs to meet those needs and priorities. 
(2) Conservation districts are the logical group to coordinate locally led conservation due to their 
connections to Federal, State, Tribal, and local governments; private resources; and the public. 
Therefore, further discussion of the locally led effort presumes that districts will provide primary 
leadership; however, leadership can come from any willing and interested group. 
(3) Refer to section 500.10 for the National Association of Conservation Districts (NACD) guidance 
document, "Locally Led Conservation: An Overview for Conservation Districts." 

6. Public Involvement 

(1) Input from a broad range of agencies, organizations, businesses, and individuals in the local area 
that have an interest in natura! resource management and are familiar with local resource needs and 
conditions is an essential element of locally led conservation. These representatives should reflect the 
diversity of the residents, landowners, and land operators in the local area. 
(2) The NACD documents "Locally Led Conservation: An Overview for Conservation Districts" and 
"Conservation District Board Member Recruitment and Community Outreach Guide" provide suggested 
guidelines for public outreach efforts and ways to reach out to underserved communities. 

C. NRCS Role and Responsibilities 

NRCS will support the loeally led Conservation effort by- 

(i) Providing assistance in identifying conservation needs. 
(ti) Providing technical and program advice to the community stakehoiders tnrougnout the effort. 
(iii) Assisting in developing and implementing strategies to include socially and economically 
disadvantaged groups in the locally led effort. 

Note: It is not the responsibility of the designated conservationist to lead the locally led effort. NRCS's task is 
to support the process and provide technical information upon request. 

500.3 The Conservation Needs Assessment 

A. Introduction 

A conservation needs assessment is the first step and a critical element of locally led conservation. With 
input and resource data from all interested parties, this assessment should provide a comprehensive 
evaluation of the condition of the area's natural resource base and will be the plaiform for making 
decisions about local priorities and policies for conservation programs delivered at the local level. 

6. Definition of a Conservation Needs Assessment 



(1) The conservation needs assessment is a comprehensive analysis of the work that needs to be 
done to achieve broad conservation goals set by community stakeholders and to solve natural 
resource problems. This assessment should be based on public input and science-based information. 
It should include a detailed analysis of natural resource concerns within the area. To ensure 
versatility in all program areas, it is important that this needs assessment be resource-based, not 
progra rn- based. 
(2) The conservation action plan that results from the conservation needs assessment will identify 
the tools that can be used to satisfy the needs. 

C. Purpose of the Conservation Needs Assessment 

(1) The purpose of the conservation needs assessment is to ensure that conservation efforts address 
the most important local resource needs. The assessment will be the basis for selecting the type and 
extent of needed conservation systems and practices. It will also be the basis for making 
recommendations on funding priorities and priority areas to be addressed by the various conservation 
programs available. 
(2) The conservation needs assessment is the foundation for carrying out Federal programs such as 
the USDA Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP). From a resource concern identification 
standpoint, this conservation needs assessment may also be used to assist localities in implementing 
the Clean Water Act, the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Endangered Species Act, as well as many 
State, Tribal, and local programs that provide assistance to private land owners and managers. 

D. NRCS Roles and Responsibilities 

(1) The NRCS designated conservationist will support, where requested, the development of the 
conservation needs assessment by- 

(i) Providing assistance in assembling natural resource inventories and data. 
(ii) Assisting in analyzing the data and other information. 
(iii) Providing information on socioeconomic factors involved in determining the conservation 
needs. 

(2) For specific guidance on resource assessment, consult steps one throiigh four of the areawide 
planning process in the National Planning Procedures Handbook (NPPH). 

500.4 The Conservation Action Plan 

A. Introduction and Identification of Leadership 

Using the conseruatior: needs assessment, the conservation district involves community stakeholders ta 
develop and agree on an action plan, generally referred to as a "conservation action plan." 

8. The Conservation Action Plan 

This plan will- 

(i) Identify natural resource conservation priorities. 
(ii) Set me3scrable mnser!aEon goals and objectives. 
(iii) Identify consenration technology needed to achieve these goals and objectives. 
(iv) Identify responsibility for action and create a time schedule for completion of elements. 
(v) Identify Federal, State, Tribal, local, and nongovernment programs and services needed to 
address specific conservation needs. 
(vi) I d e n t i  a need to develop new programs or processes to address those problems not 
covered by existing programs. 

C. NRCS Roles and Responsibilities 

(1) The NRCS designated conservationist will support the development of the conservation action 
plan by- 

(i) Providing overall planning assistance. 
(ii) Identifying non-USDA programs that may be of assistance. 
(iii) Explaining appropriate USDA conservation programs and services. 

(2) For specific guidance on planning assistance, consult steps five through seven of the areawide 
planning process in the NPPH. 
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500.5 Implementing the Conservation Action Plan 

A. Introduction 

(1) Implementation of the conservation action plan means that the community stakeholders, with the 
leadership of the conservation district, obtain the needed programs and services to address the 
problems identified by their conservation needs assessment. 
(2) In this step, they coordinate existing assistance, available through private organizations, Federal, 
State, Tribal, and local agencies, including USDA; ensure that appropriate program application 
processes are followed; develop detailed proposals for new programs; and seek financial, educational, 
and technical assistance as necessary. 

6. NRCS Roles and Responsibilities 

(1) The NRCS designated conservationist will support the implementation of the conservation action 
plan bv- 

(2) 

500.6 

(ij Explaining, interpreting, and clarifying USDA rules, regulations, and procedures. 
(ii) Providing input on other potential sources of assistance from Federal, State, Tribal, and local 
government or private sources. 
(iii) Implementing designated roles and responsibilities as defined in Part 502, "USDA 
Conservation Program Delivery." 
For specific guidance, see step eight of the areawide planning process in the NPPH. 

Evaluating Results 

A. Introduction 

Locally led conservation does not end when the conservation action plan has been implemented. The 
effectiveness of plan implementation should be evaluated to ensure that the community stakeholders' 
planned goals and objectives are achieved. An evaluation should be made to determine where the actual 
results differ from those anticipated. This difference may result in retracing one or more of the steps in 
the locally led conservation effort. 3 

B. NRCS Roles and Responsibilities 

(1) The NRCS designated conservationist will support the conservation district and the community 
stakeholders in evaluating the results of their loca!ly led conservation efforts by- 

(i) Assisting in the evaluation process. 
(ii) Providing updated natural resources information and assessments. 
(iii) Keeping them aware of changes in the USDA programs and the program delivery process. 
(iv) Assisting in interpreting the impact of conservation action plan implementation on the 
condition of the natural resources. 

(2) Refer to step nine of the areawide planning process in the NPPH for specific guidance. 

Part 501 - USDA Conservation Program Delivery 
~____________ ~~ 

Table of Contents - USDA Conservation Program Delivery 
Subpart A - USDA Conservation Program Delivery 

501.0 Introduction 

501.1 Conservation Program Delivery Process 

Subpart 6 - Local Working Groups 

501.10 Purpose 

501.11 Responsibilities of the Local Working Group 
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501.12 Local Working Group Membership 

501.13 Responsibilities of Conservation Districts and NRCS 

501.14 Standard Operating Procedures for Local Working Groups 

Subpart C - State Technical Committees 

501.20 Purpose 

501.21 Responsibilities of State Technical Committees 

501.22 State Technical Committee Membership 

501.23 Responsibilities of the State Conservationist 

501.24 Specialized Subcommittees of State Technical Committees 

501.25 Standard Operating Procedures for State Technical Committees 

Subpart A - USDA Conservation Program Delivery 

501.0 Introduction 

A The products of the locally led process specified in Title 440, Conservation Programs Manual, Part 500 
provide USDA with conservation needs, resource concerns, priorities, and recommendations regarding program 
administration and implementation. USDA seeks input from State Technical Committees and local working 
groups on State and local conservation program delivery. 

B. Although State Technical Committees and local working groups are advisory in nature and have no 
implementation or enforcement authority, USDA gives strong consideration to their recommendations. 

C. Each State Technical Committee and local working group may provide information, analysis, and 
recommendations for the following activities and programs, as needed and where applicable: 

i 

(1) Agricultural Water Enhancement Program 
(2) Chesapeake Bay Watershed Program 
(3) Corsetvation compliance 
(4) Conservation Innovation Grants 
(5) Conservation Reserve Pregram 
(6) Conservation Security Program 
(7) Conservation Stewardship Program 
(8) Conservation of private grazing land 
(9) Cooperative Conservation Partnership initiative 
(10) Environmental Quality incentives Program 
(11) Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program 
(12) Grassland Reserve Program 
(13) Grassroots Source Water Protection Program 
(14) Grazing Lands Conservation Initiative 
(15) Great Lakes Basin Program 
(16) Technical service providers 
(17) Voluntary Public Access and Habitat Incentive Program 
(18) Wetlands Reserve Program 
(19) Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program 
(20) Other programs and issues as requested by the State Conservationist or other USDA agency 
heads at the State level 

D. According to 16 U.S.C. Section 3862(d), these State Technical Committees and local working groups are 
exempt from the provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App. 2). 
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501.1. Conservation Program Delivery Process 

A. The conservation needs assessment and the conservation action plan developed during the locally led 
conservation effort form the basis for collaboration in carrying out the community stakeholder's priorities and 
identified programs, including USDA's conservation programs. 

8. When community stakeholders, working through conservation districts, have identified USDA programs as 
a tool to meet their conservation needs, USDA personnel and others, in the form of a USDA local working 
group, will review and submit recommendations on local and State conservation program delivery priorities 
and criteria. Examples of recommendations that may be submitted are found in Figure 501-A1. 

Figure 501-A1 

Examples of Local Working Groups 
Recommendations Submitted to the Local 

Designated Conservationist 

Locally identified natural resource concerns, 
priorities, and opportunities I 
Local conservation program priorities 

Local program application screening and 
ranking criteria 

Local conservation practices offered in specific 
programs to address locally identified 
resource concerns (conservation practices 
must be included in the Field Office Technical 
Guide) 

Program payment percentages documented in 
practice payment schedules and/or maximum 
payment on conservation practices I 

Examples of Local Working Group 
Recommendations Submitted to the State 

Technical committee 

State or regional identified natural resource 
concerns, priorities, and opportunities 

State or regional conservation program priorities 

State and national program policy changes 

Revision or new interim conservation practices in 
the Field Office Technical Guide 

Program payment percentages documented in 
practice payment schedules and maximum 
payment on conservation practices 

Levels of financial and technical support from 
available programs needed to address identified 
resource concerns 

Need for special initiatives fmusing on piiority 
resource concerns or areas 

C. Recornmendations for local program delivery should be submitted to the local designated 
conservationist. The local designated conservationist considers the recornmendations from the local working 
group, along with technical expertise and national and State program policies, to develop the local NRCS 
conservation program available in the assigned geographic area. 

D. Recommendation for State program delivery should be submitted to the State Technical Committee. The 
State Technical Committee considers the recommendations from the local working group to develop State 
conservation priorities and program delivery recommendations to the State Conservationist. 

E. The State Conservationist considers the recommendations from the State Technical Committee, along with 
technical expertise and national program policies, to develop the NRCS conservation program available in the 
State. 
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Subpart B - Local Working Groups 

501.10 Purpose 

I n  accordance with 7 CFR Part 610, Subpart C, local working groups are subcommittees of the State Technical 
Committee and provide recommendations to USDA on local and state natural resource priorities and criteria for 
conservation activities and programs. 

501.11 Responsibilities of the Local Working Group 

It is the responsibility of the local working group to - 
(1) Ensure that a conservation needs assessment is developed using community stakeholder input. 
(2) Utilize the conservation needs assessment to help identify program funding needs and 
conservation practices. 
(3) Identify priority resource concerns and identify, as appropriate, high-priority areas needing 
assistance. 
(4) Recommend USDA conservation program application and funding criteria, eligible practices 
(including limits on practice payments or units), and payment rates. 
(5) Participate in multicounty coordination where program funding and priority area proposals cross 
county boundaries. 
(6) Assist NRCS and the conservation district with public outreach and information efforts and 
identify educational and producers' training needs. 
(7) Recammend State and national program policy to the State Technical Committee based on 
resource data. 
(8) Utilize the conservation needs assessment to identify priority resource concerns that can be 
addressed by USDA programs. 
(9) F0rwa-d recornmendations to the NRCS designated ccnsewationist or Farm Service A ~ e n c i  (FSA) 
County Executive Director, as appropriate. 
(10) Adhere to standard operating procedures identified in Title 440, Conservation Programs Manual 
(CPM), Part 501, Subpart 6, Section 501.14. 

501.12 Local Woiking Group Membership 

A. Local worKing group memoership should be diverse and focus on agricultural interests and natural resource 
issues existing in the local community. Membership should include agricultural producers representing the 
variety of crops, livestock, and poultry raised within the local area; owners d nonindustria! private forest land, 
as appropriate; representatives of agricultural and environmental organizations; and representatives of 
geuernrnenta! agencies carrying out agricultural and natural resource mnservatian pmgrams and activities. 

8. Membership of the USDA local working group may include but is not limited to Federal, State, county, 
Tribal, or 1-1 gviemirent representztives. Examples of potential members in&&- 

(1) NRCS designated conservationist. 
(2) Members of conservation district boards or equivalent. 
(3) Members of the county FSA committee. 
(4) FSA county executive director or designee. 
(5) Cooperative extension (board members or manager). 
(6) State or local elected or appointed officials. 
(7) Other Federal and State government representatives. 
(8) Representatives of American Indian and Alaskan Native governments. 

C. To ensure that recommendations of the local working group take into account the needs of diverse groups 
served by USDA, membership must include, to the extent practicable, individuals with demonstrated ability to 
represent the conservation and related technical concerns of particular historically underserved groups and 
individuals including but not limited to women, persons with disabilities, socially disadvantaged and limited 
resource groups. 

D. Individuals or groups wanting to become members of a local working group may submit a request that 
explains their interest and outlines their credentials for becoming a member of the local working group to the 
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local working group chairperson and the NRCS district conservationist (or designated conservationist). The 
district conservationist (or designated conservationist) will assist the soil and water conservation district in 
making decisions concerning membership of the group. 

501.13 Responsibilities of Conservation Districts and NRCS 

A. Conservation District 

It is the responsibility of the conservation district to- 
(i) Develop the conservation needs assessment as outlined in 440-CPM, Part 500, Subpart A. 
(ii) Assemble the USDA local working group. 
(iii) Set the agenda. 
(iv) Conduct the USDA local working group meetings. 
(v) Transmit the USDA local working group's priority area and funding requests to the NRCS 
designated conservationist or the State Technical Committee, as appropriate. 

Note: Where a conservation district is not present or chooses not to fulfill the responsibilities outlined in 440- 
CPM, Part 501, Subpart A, Section 501.13, the NRCS designated conservationist will have these 
responsibilities. 

B. NRCS Designated Conservationist 

It is the NRCS designated conservationist's responsibility to participate in the USDA local working group 
and to- 

(i) Encourage and assist other USDA agencies to participate in the locally led conservation and 
working group efforts, as feasible. 
(ii) Assist with identifying members for the local working group. 
(iii) Help identify program priorities and resources available. 
(iv) Assist in the development of program priority area proposals. 
(v) Comply with the National Environmental Policy Act, nondiscrimination statement, and other 
environmental, civil rights, and cultural resource requirements. 
(vi) Support and advise the local working group concerning technical issues, program policies 
and procedures, and other matters relating to conservation program delivery. 
(vii) Ensure h a t  populations are- 

* Provided the opportunity to comment before decisions are rendered. 
Allowed to share the benefits of, not exc!uded from, and not affected irl a 

disproportionately high and adverse manner by Government programs and activities 
affecting human health or the environment. 

(viii) Analyze performance indicators and reports. 
(ixj Report the conservation programs' impads on resources. 
(x) Perform the responsibilities of the conservation district where a conservation district is not 
present or chooses not to fulfill the responsibilities outlined in 440-CPM, Part 501, Subpart A, 
Section 501.6A. 
;xi) Give strong consideration to the local working group's recommendations on NRCS programs, 
initiatives, and activities. 
(xii) Ensure that recommendations, when adopted, address natural resource concerns. 

1 

501.14 Standard Operating Procedures for Local Working Groups 

A. Organization and Function 

Local working groups provide recommendations on local natural resource priorities and criteria for USDA 
conservation activities and programs. Local working groups are normally chaired by the appropriate soil 
and water conservation district (SWCD). I n  the event the SWCD is unable or unwilling to chair the local 
working group, NRCS district conservationist (or designated conservationist) is responsible for those 
duties. 

B. Meeting Scheduling 

The local working group should meet at least once each year at a time and place designated by the 
chairperson, unless otherwise agreed to by the members of the local working group. Other meetings may 
be held at the discretion of the chairperson. Meetings will be called by the chairperson whenever there is 
business that should be brought before the local working group. 
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C. Public Notification 

(1) Local working group meetings are open to the public and notification must be published in one or 
more newspapers, including recommended Tribal publications, to attain the appropriate circulation. 
(2) Public notice of local working group meetings should be provided at least 14 calendar days prior 
to the meeting. Notification will need to exceed the 14-calendar-day minimum where State open 
meeting laws require a longer notification period. The minimum 14-calendar-day notice requirement 
may be waived in the case of exceptional conditions, as determined by the chairperson or NRCS 
district conservationist (or designated conservationist). 
(3) The public notice of local working group meetings will include the time, place, and agenda items 
for the meeting. 

D. Meeting Information 

Agendas and information must be provided to the local working group members a t  least 14 calendar days 
prior to the scheduled meeting. The district conservationist (or designated conservationist) will assist the 
local working group chairperson, as requested, in preparing meeting agendas and necessary background 
information for meetings. The minimum 14-calendar-day notice requirement may be waived in the case 
of exceptional conditions, as determined by the chairperson or NRCS district conservationist (or 
designated conservationist). 

E. Public Participation 

Individuals attending the local working group meetings wit1 be given the opportunity to address the local 
working group. Opportunity to address nonagenda items will be provided if time allows at the end of the 
meeting. Presenters are encouraged to provide written records of their comments to the chairperson at 
the time of the presentation, but are not required to do so. Written comments may be accepted if 
provided to the chairperson no later than 14 calendar days after a meeting. 

F. Conducting Business 

(1) The meetings will be conducted as an open discussion among members. Discussion will focus on 
identifying local natural resource concerns that can be treated using programs and activities identified 
in 440-CPM, Part 501, Subpart A, Section 501.0C. All recommendations will be considered. 
(2) The foilowiring guidelines will govern meeting discussions: 

(i) The chairperson will lead the discussion. 
(ii) Only one person may speak at a time. Every participant should have an opportunity to 
speak. The chairperson or his or her designee is responsible for recognizing speakers. 
(iii) The chairperson, in consultation with those InembeK present, may establish time limits for 
discussion on individual agenda items. 
(iv) State Technical Committees are advisory in nature and all recommendations are considered. 
(v) Members may be polled, but voting on issues is not appropriate. 
(vi) The chairperson will defer those agenda items not covered because of time limits to the next 
meeting. 

G. Record of Meetings 

Summaries for all local working group meetings will be available within 30 calendar days of the meeting 
and will be filed at the appropriate local NRCS office. 

H. Input to State Technicai Committee 

Local working group recornmendations are to be submitted to State Technical Committee chairperson, the 
district conservationist (or designated conservationist), or both (as appropriate) within 14 calendar days 
after a meeting. 

I. Response to Local Working Group Recommendations 

The designated conservationist will inform the local working group as to the decisions made in response to 
all local working group recommendations within 90 days. This notification will be made in writing to all 
local working groups members and made available for the public a t  the appropriate local NRCS office. 

Subpart C - State Technical Committees 
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501.20 Purpose 

In accordance with 7 CFR Part 610, Subpart C, NRCS has established a technical committee in each State to 
assist in making recommendations relating to the implementation and technical aspects of natural resource 
conservation activities and programs. 

501.21 Responsibilities of State Technical Committees 

It is the responsibility of the State Technical Committee to - 
(1) Provide information, analysis, and recommendations to USDA on conservation priorities and 
criteria for natural resources conservation activities and programs, including application and funding 
criteria, recommended practices, and program payment percentages. 
(2) Identify emerging natural resource concerns and program needs. 
(3) Recommend conservation practice standards and specifications. 
(4) Recommend State and national program policy based on resource data. 
(5) Review activities of the local working groups to ensure State priorities are being addressed 
locally. 
(6) Make recommendations to the State Conservationist on requests and recommendations from 
local working groups. 
(7) Assist NRCS with public outreach and information efforts and identify educational and producers' 
training needs. 

501.22 State Technical Committee Membership 

A. Each State Technical Committee will be composed of agricultural producers, owners and operators of 
nonindustrtal private forest land, and other professionals who represent a variety of interests and disciplines in 
the soil, water, wetlands, plant, and wildlife sciences. 

8. Each State Technical Committee must include representatives from all of the following: 

(1) NRCS 
(2) Farm Service Agency (FSA) 
(3) FSA State Committee 
(4) U.S. Forest Service 
(5) National Institute of Food and Agriculture (formerly the Cooperative State Research Education 
and Extension Service) 
(6) Each of the federally recognized American Indian Tribal governments and Alaskan Native 
Corporations encompassing 100,000 acres or more in the State 
(7) Association of Soil and Water Conservation Districts 
(8) State departments and agencies within the State, including the fo!:owing: 

(i) Agricultural agency 
(ii) Fish and wildlife agency 
(iii) Forestry agency 
(iv) Soil and water conservation agency 
(v) Water resources agency 

(9) Agricultural producers representing the variety of crops and livestock or poultry raised within the 
State 
(10) Owners of nonindustrial private forest land 
(11) Nonprofit organizations (as defined under section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) that demonstrate conservation expertise and experience working with agricultural producers in 
the State 
(1 2) Agribusiness 
(13) Other Federal agencies and persons knowledgeable about economic and environmental impacts 
of conservation techniques and programs as determined by the State Conservationist. 

C. To ensure that recommendations of the State Technical Committee take into account the needs of diverse 
groups served by USDA, membership will include, to the extent practicable, individuals with demonstrated 
ability to represent the conservation and related technical concerns of particular historically underserved 
groups and individuals including but not limited to women, persons with disabilities, and socially disadvantaged 
and limited-resource groups. 
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D. Individuals or groups wanting to become members of a State Technical Committee within a specific State 
may submit a request that explains their interest and outlines their credentials for becoming a member to the 
State Conservationist. The State Conservationist will respond to requests for State Technical Committee 
membership in writing within a reasonable period of time, not to exceed 60 days. Decisions of the State 
Conservationist concerning membership on the committee are final and not appealable. State Technical 
Committee membership will be posted on the NRCS State Web site. 

501.23 Responsibilities of the State Conservationist 

The State Conservationist will- 

(1) Chair the committee. 
(2) Ensure representation of all interests, to the extent practicable. 
(3) Give strong consideration to the committee's advice an NRCS ptugrams, initiatives, and activities. 
(4) Call and provide notice of public meetings. 
(5) Follow the standard operating procedures. 
(6) Provide other USDA agencies with recommendations from the State Technical Committee for 
programs under their purview. 
(7) Ensure that recommendations, when adopted, address natural resource concerns. 
(8) Extend membership to any agency or persons knowledgeable about economic and environmental 
impacts of conservation techniques and programs. 
(9) Respond to requests for membership at outlined in Title 440, Conservation Programs Manual 
(CPM), Part 501, Subpatt C, Section 501.22D. 

501.24 Specialized Subcommittees of State Technical Committees 

A. Introduction 

I n  some situations, specialized subcommittees composed of State Technical committee members may be 
needed to analyze and refine specific issues. The State Conservationist may assemble certain committee 
members, including members of local working groups and other experts to discuss, examine, and focus on 
a particular technical or programmatic topic, or combination of such. 

ti. Pubiic Invoivement 

Specialized subcommittees are open to the public and may seek public participation, but they are not 
required to do so. Recommendations of specialized subcommittees will be presented in general sessions 
of State Technical Committees, where the public is notified and invited to attend. 

C. aamples of Specialized Subcommittees 

Fiaure 501-C1 Drovides examDles of specialized subcommittees. 
FiGure 501-Cl ' 

Examples of Specialized 
Subcommittees 

Environmental Quality Incentives 
Program Ranking Criteria 
Subcommittee 

~~ ~ 

State Forestry Subcommittee 

Conservation Easement 
Geographic Rate Subcommittee 

Program or T~p ic  

Environmental Quality 
Incentives Program 

All programs 

Wetlands Reserve Program 
and Grassland Reserve 
Program 

~ ~ 

Task 

~ 

Provide input to develop State 
ranking criteria and make 
recommendations to the State 
Technical committee. 

Provide recornmendations to 
the State Technical Committee 
on forestry conservation 
practices and payment rates to 
be supported in conservation 
programs. 

Develop recornmendations for 
the geographic area rate cap 
and present it to the State 
Technical Committee. 
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Financial assistance programs 
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Provide recommendations for 
practices and program payment 
percentages for conservation 
programs that support program 
objectives and State and local 
priorities. 

Payment Schedule Subcommittee 

State Wildlife Subcommittee 

Priority Watershed Subcommittee 

Wildlife Habitat Incentive 
Program (WHIP) 

Chesapeake Bay Watershed 
Program 

Provide recommendations (to 
the State Technical Committee) 
for the State WHIP plan that 
incorporates priorities of the 
State comprehensive wildlife 
action plan and similar plans 
and initiatives. 

Recommend priority 
watersheds for focusing 
funding for effective use of 
available resources. 

I I 

501.25 Standard Operating Procedures for State Technical Committees 

A. Organization and Function 

The State Conservationist chairs the State Technical Committee. State Technical Committees are used to 
provide information, analysis, and recornmendations to NRCS and other iJSDA agencies responsibie for 
natural resource conservation activities and programs under title XI1 of the Food and Security Act of 1985, 
as amended. I 

i 

6. Meeting Scheduling 

The State Technical Committee should meet at least twice a year at a time and place designated by the 
State Conservationist. Other meetings may be held at the discretion of the State Conservationist. The 
State Conservationist will call a meeting whenever he or she believes that there is business that should be 
brought before the committee for action. However, any USDA agency may make a request of the State 
conservationist for a meeting. 

C. Public Notification 

(1) State Technical Committee and subcommittee meetings are open to the public. The State 
Conservationist must provide public notice of and allow public attendance at all State Technical 
committee meetings. 
(2) Tha State Conservationist must publish a meeting notice at least 14 calendar days prior to the 
meeting. Notification may exceed the 14-calendar-day minimum where State open meeting laws 
exist and require a longer notification period. The minimum 14-calendar-day notice requirement may 
be waived in the case of exceptional conditions, as determined by the State Conservationist. 
(3) The State Conservationist will publish this meeting notice in one or more widely available 
newspapers, including recommended Tribal publications, to achieve statewide and Tribal 
notification. The meeting notice will also be posted to the NRCS State Web site. 
(4) The meeting notice will include meeting time, location, agenda items, and point of contact. 

D. Meeting Information 

(1) The State Conservationist must prepare a meeting agenda and provide it to the committee 
members at least 14 calendar days prior to a scheduled meeting. Additional background materials 
may be provided before the meeting at the discretion of the State Conservationist. The minimum 14- 
calendar-day requirement may be waived in the case of exceptional conditions, as determined by the 
State Conservationist. Additional agenda items will be considered if submitted in writing to the State 
Conservationist at least 5 working days prior to the meeting. 
(2) The State Conservationist may amend the agenda prior to the meeting without notice to the 
State Technical Committee or a t  the meeting based on suggestions from participating members. The 
agenda will be posted to the NRCS State Web site. 
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E. Public Participation 

(1) Individuals attending State Technical Committee meetings will be given the opportunity to 
address the committee and present theii opinions and recommendations. While presenters are 
encouraged to provide written copies of their comments, they are not required to do so. State 
Conservationists are encouraged to request written comments on agenda items from all members of 
the State Technical Committee whether they are in attendance at the meeting or not. 
(2) Subsequent to the meeting, if the State Conservationist determines that additional comments 
and recommendations are needed on specific topics, the State Conservationist will mail a request for 
written comments to all memben of the State Technical committee within 7 calendar days of the 
meeting. The letter will fully explain the nature of the request for information and provide at least 14 
calendar days for a response. 
(3) Comments received will be summarized and presented at the next State Technical Committee 
meeting and will be directly posted on the NRCS State Web site. 
(4) If time allows, opportmity to discuss iionagencia items will be provided at the end of the 
meeting. 

F. Conducting Business 

(1) The meetings will be conducted as an open discussion among members. Discussion will focus on 
the programs and activities identified in 440-CPM, Part 501, Subpart A, Section 501.OC. All 
recommendations will be considered. 
(2) The following guidelines will govern meeting discussions: 

(i) The State Conservationist or his or her designee will lead the discussion. 
(ii) Only one person may speak at a time. Every participant should have an opportunity to 
speak. 
(iii) The State Conservationist or his or her designee is responsible for recognizing speakers. 
(iv) State Technical Committees are advisory in nature and all recommendations are considered. 
(v) Members may be polled, but v@ting on issues is not appropriate. 
(vi) The State Conservationist, in consultation with those members present, may establish time 
limits for discussion on individual agenda items. 
(vii) The State Conservationist will defer those agenda items not covered because of time limits 
to the next meeting. 

G. Record of Meetings 

Summaries for all State 
committee meeting and 
appropriate NRCS State 

Technical Committee meetings must be available within 30 calendar days of the 
distributed to committee memberss. The summaries must be filed at  the 
office and posted to the NRCS State Web site. 

H. Response to State Technical Committee Recommendations 

The State Conservationist must inform the State Technical Committee as to the decisions made in 
response to all State Technical Committee recommendations within 90 days. This notification must be 
made in writing to all State Technical Committee members and posted to the NRCS State Web site. 
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P.O. Box 585 
San Manuel, AZ 8563 1 

Application for Assistance and Conservation Agreement between - 
whose land is located in Section ; Township ; Range ; and the Supervisors of 

the Redington Natural Resource Conservation District (NRCD). Number of acres of cultivated 

land ; number of acres of rangeland ; number of acres other land - 

Remarks or description of property 

Consep7/51tion Agreement 

1 We, The District Supervisors, agree to assist you with your conservation planning according to the rules and 
within the resources of the District. 

I, as cooperator, am eligible to receive the assistance of conservation technicians in planning and applying the 
needed conservation practices on my land. I request assistance from the District. I accept the District objectives 
and will use the analysis prepared jointly by me and the District as a guide in the application and maintenance of a 
complete conservation program on my land. My conservation plan will include using my land according to its 
capabilities. 

This agreement will remain in effect for a period of five years and will be automatically renewed on December 
3 1 of each year thereafter. It may be terminated at any time by mutual consent, by me, or the District on 60 days 
d t t e n  r?o?ice tg the other party. A change of ownership of the property zEtanatically cancels the agrement. 

Cooperator Address Telephone Number 

Signature Date e-mail address 

Cooperator Address Telephone Number 

Signature Dzte e-mail address 

Land Manager (if other than cooperator) Address Telephone Number 
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What is the Redington Natural Resource Conservation District (NRCD) ? 

Exhibit RED 9 

The. Redington Natural Resource Conservation District is one of 39 Natural Resource Conser-ition Districts 
(NRCDs) in Arizona. NRCDs are independent subdivisions of State government, organized under State Law and 
administered by the State Land Department. 

Thy NRCD is a form of self-government whose purpose is to promote, coordinate and carry out activities that 
conserve soil, water and other natural resources. It is governed by five supervisors (local landowners), three 
elected by the cooperators, and two appointed by the State Land Commissioner, who serve without pay. The 
District Board of Supervisors has the responsibility of determining the natural resource conservation needs, and for 
developing and coordinating an annual plan of operations, and a long-range program addressing those needs. 
Membership of the District is comprised of landowners who sign up as cooperators. Participation is strictly 
voluntary. 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (part of the USDA) provides technical assistance in planning and 
carrying out conservation practices on private and State Trust Land. The District also cooperates with other public 
and private entities: such as county governments, Ariiona Game and Fish Dept., U.S. Forest Service, State Land 
Department, Bureau of Land Management, The Nature Conservancy, and the University of Arizona. 

Y 

Sign-up contribution $I5.00 

A "one-time", tax deductible contribution of $15.00 for farms and rangeland of any size, is requested with this 
application. Make checks payable to: Redington NRCD, and mail to Post Ofice Box 585 San Manuel, -42.8563 1 . 

None of the monies Daid to the NRCD are to be construed as commnsation for services received fiom any 
Federal, state, or local government employees, and that contributions cmot  be accepted by any of these 
employees in our behalf Furthermore, these contributions are not a condition to the receiving of personnel 
services, materials, or cost -sharing assistance from the Federal Government. 

This agreement is signed on this day, , at the Redington NRCD 

meeting by 

District representative signature 
Title 

" L 
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COOPERATIVE WORKING AGREEMENT 
Between the 

REDINGTON NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION DiSTRlCT 
and the 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE 

For their Cooperation in the 
Conservation of Natural Resources 

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this Znd day of 
2009 by and between the Redington NRCD, hereinafter referred to as the District and 
the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), hereinafter referred to as the 
NRCS, to define clearly the roles and responsibilities of the parties. 

AUTHORITIES, STATUTES, LAWS 

NRCS is authorized to cooperate and furnish assistance to the parties in the 
conservation of natural resources as referenced in the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act, 16 U.S.C. 590; the Department of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 
1994, Public Law 303-354 and Secretary's Memorandum Nc.3 03 9-3, Reorgznization 
of the Department of Agriculture, dated October 20, 1994. NRCS staff will direct and 
implement conservation initiatives and programs as guided by local NRCD and SWCD 
priorities, and NRCS stste and national policy. 

The Natural Resource Conservation Districts of Arizona are authorized for participation as 
defined in Arizona Revised Statues, 6 37-102 and 0 37-1001, ET. SEQ. 

The Soil and Water Conservation Districts of Arizona are authorized for participation 
under various Tribal Codes. 

The pwpose of this Zgieernefit is to supplement the Mutual AgiSemefit betimen the 
United States Department of Agriculture, Tribal Governments and the various Natural 
Resource Conservation Districts and Soil and Water Conservation Districts signed in 
1996. This cooperative workinq agreement documents those areas of common 
interest of the state, tribal, federal and local partnership in natural resources 
conservation. 

The customers of the parties to this agreement are individual landownersnand users, 
Federal and state land management agencies, other individuals, groups, and units of 
government. The parties mutually agree to provide leadership in resource conservation. 
To accomplish this we share a commitment to listen, anticipate and respond to our 
customers' needs; anticipate, identify, and address issues; maintain decision-making at 
the lowest level by promoting locally lead conservation; advocate comprehensive 
resource management planning, maintain and improve our grass-roots delivery system; 
build new alliances to expand our partnership; foster economically viable environmental 
policies; improve the quality of life for future generations; and conserve and enhance 
our natural resources. 
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The parties pledge to work together by advancing and practicing teamwork; including 
input in the decision making process; communicating, coordinating, and cooperating; 
sharing training opportunities; promoting mutual respect, support, trust, and honesty; and 
sharing the leadership and ownership, the credit and the responsibility. A mutual goal is 
to improve our efficiency and effectiveness by putting quality first; empowering people 
to make decisions; demonstrating professionalism and dedication and striving for 
continuous improvement. 

This agreement wil! help the parties define expectations and clarify roles end 
responsibilities in the delivery of technical and financial assistance in order to improve 
efficiency by complementing each party's program and avoiding duplication of efforts. 

Therefore, NRCS and the District, deem it mutually advantageous to cooperate in this 
undertaking, and hereby agree as follows: 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service will: 

1. Support the DISTRICT'S goals by providing technical assistance to the land owners 
and land managers within areas of resource conservation and management by 
compieting conservation plans and offering USDA cost sharing opportunities whenever 
possible or referral to other federal, state or local cost share opportunities where 
applicable. 

2. Receive input from the Local Work Group and stakeholder meetings and use the 
information to set priorities which guide the delivery of NRCS programs. 

3. Partner with the DISTRICT in coordinating with the local agriculture, agency and 
community groups where possible to further the DISTRICT'S conservation goals and 
object iues . 

4. Respond to DISTRICT requests for guidance and technicai assistance for DiSTRiCT 
activities regarding resources available from NRCS. 

5. NRCS will implement the USDA conservation programs. 

6. Keep DISTRICT apprised of NRCS activities and programs on a monthly basis and 
provide a yearly summary of NRCS accomplishments to the DISTRICT. 

7. Bring financial opportunities, including matching funds strategies to the attention of 
DISTRICT. 

9. Allow for district supervisors to accompany NRCS employees in NRCS vehicles to 
complete official NRCS business of mutual interest to both parties. Only persons having 
an official NRCS business need will be permitted to ride as passengers in NRCS 
vehicles. Passengers will not be permitted to ride as a matter of personal preference or 
convenience. 

If available, NRCS vehicles assigned to the Willcox field office may be used by the 
Conservation District supervisors covered by this agreement only for purposes of sficiai 
NRCS business. Such usage must be in accordance with NRCS policy as outlined in 
General Manual 360, part 420.150, and General Manual 120, parts 405.21 and 
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40S.23(m). Completing work items covered in the Field Office Business plan, and 
completing work on items in Contribution agreements are examples of official NRCS 
business. All use of the vehicles should be approved by the District Conservationist. 
Districts are encouraged to have personal liability insurance to protect them from any 
potential misuse. 
(See the following attached exhibits) 

a) Exhibit 1 : GM 360, part 420.1 50: Safety and Health Management Program 

b) Exhibit 2: GM 120, part 405.21: Personal Property. 

Subpart 0: Safety Requirements for Incidental MOtGi Vehicle Operators. 

c) Exhibit 3: GM 120, part 405.23: Vehicle 
Management 
(m) Loan of Vehicles. 

Vehicle usage for Conservation District, or other non-NRCS business is not provided 
under this agreement. 

Vehicles can be loaned to other agencies of the Department of Agriculture, to Federal 
agencies outside the Department, and in some circumstances to non-Federal agencies. 

Transportation Equipment must be established fcr use other than official NRCS 
business. 

I All loans require formal written agreements. An Agreement for Intermittent Use of 

The DISTRICT will: 

1. Provide technical and education assistance within the joint service area in the areas of 
resource conservation and conservation planning. 

2. Provide local priorities to guide NRCS activities by producing an annual work plan and 
keeping an updated DISTRICT'S long range stratsgic plan. 

3. Convene the Local Work Group and stakeholder meetings to provide local advice to 
NRCS programs. 

4. Continue to pursue financial and technical assistance to build DISTRICT capacity and 
address identified conservation priorities in the joint service area. 

5. Assist NRCS in promoting USDA programs by participating in education and outreach 
activities. 

6. Advocate for a strong natural resource conservation program by keeping County 
Board of Supervisors, local legislators, and other key stakeholders apprised of 
conservation activities in the joint service area. 

7. Update NRCS on activities of local and state advisory committees and community 
groups attended by DISTRICT Board members and staff. 

Exhibit RED 11 

8. Participate in local, state, and national opportunities for policy, program, and project 
development. 
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9. Technical practice application will follow NRCS standards and specifications or 
equivalent on projects / programs. 

The DISTRICT and NRCS mutually agree to: 

1. Coordinate activities to ensure efficiency in program delivery and good working 
relations toward accomplishing goals of the strategic plans. 

2. Share equipment and'technslsgy to further the goals and objectives of both parties - 
work together to develop agreements for sharing of supplies and equipment. 

3. Will coordinate information and outreach strategies to the public 

a) definition of "sensitive information" will be determined by NRCS on a case by case 
basis considering the impact of the Freedom of Information Act, State 
Statutes and Tribal Codes. 

b) Section 1619 of the Farm Bill prohibits the Secretary of Agriculture and its 
employees, contractors and cooperators from disclosing certain 
information that has been provided by agricultural landowners and 
producers to participate in the U.S. Department of Agriculture's (USDA) 
programs, except as necessary for delivering technical assistance. 
(Please see and sign attachment) 

4. Share opportunities for training. 

5. Each party is responsible for the hiring, management, supervision. development and 
evaluation of its own personnel. 

6. DISTRICT Supenrisor(s) and NRCS District Conservationist will be included or 
courtesy copied with business communication of joint importance and/or governance 
using the appropriate lines of communication. 

7. The parties will assume responsibility for the actions of their officials or employees 
acting within the scope of their employment to the extent provided by law. 

8. Parties will provide project data including accomplishments to each other at least 
twice a year to facilitate project and program coordination. 

9. Exchange and share information on funding opportunities for joint projects and 
activities. 

10. May co-host meetings & events of mutual interest. 

11. In the event of a natural disaster or other emergency, work priorities may be 
changed to allow appropriate response. 

12. Develop disaster response plan for natural resources. 

13. Meet respective parties' deadlines for joint activities and information exchange. 

14. This agreement can be modified or terminated by either party by giving 60 days' notice. 
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The parties will be in compliance with the nondiscrimination provisions contained in 
Titles VI and VI1 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended; the Civil Rights Restoration 
Act; of 1987(Public Law 100-259) and other nondiscrimination statutes, namely, Section 
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, the 
Age Discrimination Act of 1975, Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, and in 
accordance with regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture (7 CFR. - 15, Subparts A & 
8) which provide that no person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, 
nationaf origin, age, S ~ X ,  religion, marital status, or disability be excluded from 
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination 
under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance from the 
Department of Agriculture or any agency thereof. 

Redington Natural Resource Conservation District 

By. Charles Kent 
Date: October 28,2009 

8 
USDA Na ~131 kesoQ&onservation-: 

Exhibit RED 11 
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Northwest Quadrant of LSP Watershed Assessment 
Medium to Highly Erodible Soils designated with bright yellow outline 
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Southwest Quadrant - LSP Watershed 
Medium to Highly Erodible Soils designated with bright yellow outline 
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Purple = State Yellow = Bureau of Land Management 
Red = Private Orange = National Park Service 
Green = Forest Service Pink = Pima County 

Black Outline depicts boundaries of NW and SW Quadrants in LSP Assessment 

Scale 1 :300,000 

District Ownership Map 
Black Outline depicts NW and SW Quadrants in LSP Assessment 
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TASK 5-5 
COMPREHENSIVE WATERSHED ALTERNATIVES FOR ACTION PLAN 

LOWER SAN PEDRO WATERSHED ASSESSMENT PROJECT 
WATER PROTECTION FUND GRANT #00-109 

Lamar Smith, Deborrah Smith, and Stefanie Smallhouse 
Cascabel Range Consultants 

August 2006 

FOREWORD 

This document is a report made to the Redington Natural Resource Conservation District by 
Cascabel Range Consultants as Task 5-5 of Water Protection Fund Grant #OO-109. The 
conclusions and interpretations presented in this report are those of the authors and do not 
represent a consensus viewpoint of the Redington Natural Resource Conservation District 
Board of Supervisors, local residents, or the Arizona Water Protection Fund Commission. The 
authors relied upon published and unpublished information, field assessment, input from local 
residents, and their own education and experience in arriving at the interpretations and 
conciusions presented here. Lamar Smith has B.S., M.S. and PhD degrees in forestry, range 
management and soil science from Colorado State University. His area of expertise is in range 
ecology and management, range inventory and monitoring, and rangeland soils. He has over 
40 years of professional experience in teaching, research, and extension at Colorado State 
University and the University of Arizona. He has worked on special projects or consulting in 
Brazil, Mexico, Ecuador, Spain, and Australia and has private consulting experience in Arizona, 
California, Nevada, Colorado, Idaho, Oregon, South Dakota and North Dakota. He owned and 
operated the Banderilla Ranch and lived or worked in the Lower San Pedro (LSP) watershed 
from 1984 to 2005. He has served as an advisor to and supervisor of the Redington NRCD. 
Deborrah Smith has a B.S. degree in range management from the University of Arizona with 
additional graduate course work in natural resources and animal science, plus 15 years 
experience in research and consulting in range and animal ecology. She has served as a 
supervisor and as a business manager of the Redington Natural Resource Conservation District 
and Education Center, lived in the LSP from 1992 to 2005 and was co-owner and manager of 
the Banderilla Ranch. Stefanie Smallhouse has a B.S. in wildlife management from New 
Mexico State Universitf. She worked for the Bureau of Land Management as a student and as a 
professional wildlife biologist in southern Utah for five years and has been doing part-time 
consulting work for six years. Stefanie has lived and worked in the LSP since 1999, and is part 
nwner/manager of the Carlink ranch owned and operated by the same familv and located within 
the LSF for aver 720 years. Stefanie has been inkolwd with the 
supervisor since 2000, and is heavily involved with local work groups and committees for 
planning open space, drought mitigation and monitoring. 

Full Report Available Onlhe 
hn~://WW'jv.anvpf.gov/~r~n~ - Froj ect - Reports/documents/OO- 109 WPFFinalReport.pdf 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Lower San Ped0 
Resource Conservation District (NRCD) in 2002. The Project was funded by the Arizona Water 
Protection Fund (AWPF). The purpose of the Project was to gather and analyze information on 
the natural resources of the Lower San Pedro River (LSP) watershed to provide a basis for the 
Redington Natural Resource Conservation District to carry out its conservation mandate. This 
mandate includes identifying and prioritizing conservation problems, programs to educate local 
residents about these problems, and seeking technical and financial assistance to address 
these problems. The information will aiso be useful for developing a general watershed 
manaZjement plan for the LSP should the Redingtofi NRCD decide to do that. 

tershed Assessment Project was begun by the Redington Natural 

The objective of this report is to summarize the findings relative to the entire LSP watershed 
area and to address issues raised by local landowners using information obtained during the 
Project. The report will provide a brief overview of methodology used in the Project, a general 
description of the watershed’s resources derived from the assessment, a discussion of each 
major issue raised by landowners based on the information collected, suggested alternative 
management practices for each issue, and recommendations for future monitoring of resources 
in the LSP. This report ties together the four previous reports written for each quadrant of the 
LSP watershed, a report on the San Pedro River, and a report on agricultural lands along the 
River. Earlier reports should be considered as preliminary. Some of the data contained in the 
earlier reports have been revised slightly. The revisions were due to several factors. One was 
the refinement of procedures, especially the use of computer map programs to calculate 
distances and acreages. That change mainly affected the Southeast Quadrant. Second there 
were some slight changes in methods due to experience gained in the process. For example, 
classification of riparian vegetation types was standardized for this report and some slight 
adjustments in ecological site mapping was made so that mapping units would correlate in 
adjacent quadrants. Finally, loss of some original mapping and waypoints due to computer 
failure required that some of this work be redone, thus altering somewhat the results originally 
reported, especially in the Northeast Quadrant. Therefore, the data presented in this report are 
to be considered the best and final data for the project. 

Full Report Available Online 
http ://www, azwpf.gov/Grant-Proj ec~-~eports/docwnent,s/OO- 109WPFFinalReport.pdf 
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DESCRIPTION OF THE WATERSHED 

Boundaries, Jurisdictions, and Land Ownership 

For purposes of this project, the Lower San Pedro River watershed was defined as the area 
tributary to the San Pedro River from the Narrows (north of Benson) on the south to the mouth 
of Alder Wash on the north. The southern boundary coincides with the division used by the 
Arizona Department of Water Resources to separate the upper and lower San Pedro 
watersheds and groundwater basins. The north end is approximately the northern boundary of 
the Redington NRCD. Therefore, the LSP watershed as defined in this project does not include 
the entire Lower San Pedro watershed or groundwater basin as defined by the Arizona 
Department of Water Resources (ADWR). The LSP watershed does not coincide exactly with 
the boundaries of the Redington NRCD. A considerable portion of the upper reaches of 
tributaries on the southeast side of the watershed are outside the Redington NRCD in the 
Willcox-San Simon NRCD. The total area of the LSP watershed as used in this project is 
465,458 acres. The total area of the Redington NRCD is 290,381 acres. Figure 1 shows a map 
of the LSP watershed and the Redington NRCD boundaries. 

The LSP watershed and Redington NRCD lie primarily in Cochise County and Pima County, 
with smaller portions falling into Pinal and Graham Counties. Federal lands include Forest 
Service, National Park Service, and Bureau of Land Management lands. The majority of the 
area is composed of Arizona State Trust lands. Private lands make up a relatively small portion 
of the whole watershed (Figure 2). Table 1 indicates the percentages of land ownership within 
the Redington NRCD. 

nservation District. 

General Watershed Description 

The San Pedro River Valley is a northwest-trending structural trough in the Mexican Highland 
section of the Basin and Range province. The watershed is bounded on the west by the Rincon 
and Catalina Mountains. The Little Rincon Mountains extend into the valley and are separated 
from the Rincons by a high basin called Happy Valley. The boundary to the east is the Galiuro 
and Winchester Mountains. The Winchester Mountains are separated from the Little 
Winchesters and Johnny Lyon Hills by a high alluvial basin (Allen Flat). Maximum elevation in 
the Rincon Mountains is 8,666 feet and the maximum in the Winchester Mountains is 7,631 feet. 

e -  

..: 

Full Report Available Online 
http://www.azwpf.gov/G~t~Project~Reports/documents/OO- 109WPFFinalReport.pdf 
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The valley between the mountains is composed of a thick deposit of alluvial fill that slopes on 
both sides to the San Pedro River. The San Pedro flows for about 40 miles through the valley 
bottom, and IS generaiiy entrenched 20-30 feet beiow a pre- I880 fioodpiain. The elevation of 
the River where it enters the LSP is 3327 feet and the elevation at the mouth of Alder Wash is 
2654 feet, a difference of 673 feet. 

The bedrock geology of the watershed is complex and extensively faulted. The Galiuro and 
Winchester mountains are mainly composed of volcanics, with extensive outcroppings of 
sedimentary (limestone, sandstone, etc) rocks in the southern Galiuros and in the Teran and 
Kelsey watersheds. The southeast portion of the watershed near the Johnny Lyon Hills is 
mainly granite, and this extends across the narrows toward the Rincons. The Rinccrns and 
Catalina Mountains, and the Redington Pass area in betweeri, are mainly composed of 
quartzose granitic rocks, gneiss and schist. Limestone and some volcanic rocks outcrop in the 
area east of the Rincons and Catalinas, e.g. in the Little Rincons, upper Soza Canyon, 

Buehman Canyon and upper ends of Edgar and Alder Canyons. Hard conglomerate outcrops 
near the River in the vicinity of Soza Canyon and downstream. 

The alluvial valley fill was deposited in late Tertiary to recent times. During the Pleistocene, 
several episodes of entrenchment separated by periods of stability occurred. These sequences 
resulted in several (2-4) different land surfaces being formed, then dissected as erosion and 
entrenchment occurred. The oldest surfaces date back to about 1-2 million years. (Ely and 
Baker 1985) Only remnants of these surfaces remain, with the highest surfaces being the 
oldest. For example, Soza and Davis Mesas probably represent the oldest surfaces along with 
some older surfaces on the headwaters of Hot Springs Wash and Allen Flat. Soil development 
(e.9. clay content, caliche layers, and red color) reflect the different ages of these surfaces.(Giie, 
Hawley et al. 1970) More recently, portions of the LSP valley were filled with a lake from about 
30,000 to 12,000 years before the present. (Haynes 1968) The upper elevation of the lake 
appears to have been about 4100 feet elevation. Gypsum deposits found in parts of the 
watershed resulted f rcn lake bed deposits. The lake was drained when thraugh drainage to the 
Gila River was established. There is evidence that the valley was cut below its present level 
and backfilled, then eroded agairi prior to deposition of the current recent alluvium that 
comprises the pre-1880s floodplain (Heindl 1963). 

Soils in the watershed largely reflect the influence of parent materials, time of weathering, and 
erosion/deposition. The Lipper watershed has soils developed on bedrock. Steep slopes and 
natural erosion prevent deep soil development on most of these areas. Soils developed on the 
older, gently sloping alluvial fill surfaces have developed fairly deep profiles often with clay 
S S C U T ’ , ” ~ ~ ~ ? ~  3 the ~&sni! 2nd h2rd CgliChe layers 91 some depth Where these old sails have 
erodea due to natural erosion, the caiiche may be near the surfae., thus restricting root arid 
water penetration. On the eroded sideslopes of the alluvial surfaces, the soils generally lack 
much horizon development and also lack the hard caliche deposits. The youngest soils are in 
the washes and along the River where recent alluvial deposits occur and soil development is 
minimal. 

Average rainfall since 1969 at the Cascabel weather station (located near mouth of Teran 
Wash) is 13.88 inches, with about 50% occurring in the “monsoon” period from June through 
September, and the remainder during the “winter” period of October through May. On average, 
Full Report Available Online 
http : / / ~ ~ ~ . ~ z w p ~ ~ g g o v / ~ a r a ~ t - ~ r o j  ect_RepoPts/docurraents/00- 1 09’rPIPFFiaaalRe_port.pdf 
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July and August are the wettest months and April and May the driest. Summer rains are highly 
variable spatially. Winter rains tend to be more general over the watershed. Average maximum 
temperatures approach i 00 degrees in summer and average ~ i ~ j r n ~ r n s  are slightly below 
freezing in December and January. Minimum temperatures in any given location are highly 
affected by cold air drainage which can produce freezing temperature in low places, e.g. along 
the River, while temperatures on the slopes are substantially warmer. Precipitation increases 
and temperatures generally decrease with altitude. There may be a general tendency to a 
higher percentage of winter rain in the north end of the valley and higher summer rain in the 
south end. 
Vegetation in the valley is located in a transition zone between the Sonoran Desert and the 
Chihuahuan Desert. The former is warmer and has a bimodal rainfall distributior;. The latter is 
colder in the winter and tends more to a summer maximum in rainfall. Saguaro, palo verde, and 
jumping cholla are characteristic Sonoran Desert species that reach more or less the eastern 
limit of their range within the LSP watershed. Several vegetation zones are found in the 
watershed depending on altitude and soils. The higher mountain areas generally support forest 
or woodlands of mixed conifer, pine, or live oak, with some chaparral species. Mid elevations 
are composed of desert grassland, much of which has been partially replaced with shrubs such 
as mesquite and whitethorn. Lower elevations are mainly desert shrublands dominated by 
creosotebush, whitethorn, and paloverde. Vegetation on the pre-1880s floodplain of the San 
Pedro River is mainly mesquite woodland (sometimes called bosques) where it has not been 
cleared for fields. The channei and present floodplain of the River supports riparian forests, 
riparian shrublands, or non-riparian vegetation depending on flow regimes. Vegetation will be 
described in more detail in later sections. 

Wildlife includes deer, javelina, Gambel’s and scaled quail, whitewing doves, mourning doves, 
and grouna doves, biack-tailed and antelope jackrabbits, cottontails, skunks, raccoons, ground 
squirrels, coatimundi, bobcats, coyotes, mountain lions, black bears, and many species of birds, 
including neotropical migrants. Several species of native fish occur in perennial stream 
reaches. 

ISSUE #3 UPLAND EROSION 

The Erosion Process 

Soil conservation is a basic objective for all natural resource management. Soil erosion on 
uplands cai7 reduce soil depth and therefore reduce soil moisture holding capacity and rooting 
depth. Soil erosion can result in the loss of nutrients from the watershed, especially since these 
nutrients are most abundant in the surface soil. And soil erosion contributes to sediment 
syuy:!la.ti~n snd Inwer water qi rslity in drainages and reservoirs 

Upland soil erosion refers to sheet erosion and rill erosion. Sheet erosion is erosion of surface 
soil due to overland flow of water. Sheet erosion can also be due to wind. Wind erosion is not a 
major concern in the LSP watershed. There may be some redistribution of soil and litter by 
wind, e.g. deposition around the bases of shrubs, but it is minor in extent compared to water 
erosion. Rill erosion is caused by water running in shallow channels, Le. similar to very small 
gullies. 
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Rainwater falling on the soil surface may either soak in (infiltrate) or runoff. Runoff is what can 
cause soil erosion. Whether rain soaks in or runs off depends an a number of factors. One is 
i w w  fast the soil will absorb ~ o ~ § ~ ~ r e  and how much it can take before becoming saturated. 
This depends on soil texture, soil structure, surface roughness that may hold moisture in place, 
and the depth to soil layers that restrict water movement (e.g. caliche, hardpans, or bedrock). 
Rainfall intensity and duration are also important. Slope is another factor that influences how 
fast water runs off. All of these factors are site factors that are related to the classification of 
ecological sites, Le. soil differences, slope, topographic position, and climate. Thus, the 
ecological site has a relation to the tendency of a soil to erode and the amount of erosion that 
will occur on that site. 

Pratection of the surface soil is another factor that influences erosion rates. Soil lacking surface 
protection will often form crusts due to the impact of raindrops that breaks down surface 
structure. These crusts reduce infiltration rates, increase runoff and increase erosion hazard. 
Ground cover tends to protect the soil against raindrop impact and also impedes the rate of 
surface runoff. Ground cover may consist of litter, i.e. dead plant material on the surface. It may 
consist of live vegetation, either plant canopies or basal cover. Plant canopies may reduce 
raindrop impact if they are not too high above the ground, but they have no effect on runoff. 
Plant basal area has a much greater effect on both raindrop impact and speed of runoff. That is 
why perennial grass cover is generally better for protecting soil surface than shrubs. Gravel and 
rock can also protect the soil and slow runoff. Many soils, especially those formed on alluvial 
materials will build up an "erosion pavement" as the finer material erodes from the surface and 
leaves a layer of gravel on the surface. This layer of gravel can more or less stabilize these 
types of soil if not disturbed. Alluvial or soft material lacking gravel may have high rates of 
erosion, as in Bryce Canyon National Park. 

Soil compaction can also reduce infiltration rates and soil moisture holding capacity, thus 
increasing runoff and erosion hazard. Some soils are more susceptible to soil compaction by 
animals or vehicles than others. Natural soil processes tend to counter soil compaction through 
shrinking and swelling (due to wetting and drying), freezing and thawing, plant root growth, 
actions of insects, worms, and small animals in the soil profile, etc. Surface soil may become 
compacted from raindrops during the monsoon, but regain its soft structure during the winter. 

Vegetation, and litter, cover is the only factor that management can exert much control over. 
Grazing, fire, drought, and heavy rain can reduce or redistribute ground cover, or influence the 
type of vegetation growing on a site. 

Erosion is a natural process and is responsible for forming the topography of the LSP 
watershed The older v4ley fill in the Frnduct nf erosion af the mountains and the younger 
diuuimi is sad eroded fritm the upiands. Therefore, *hen *e seak tii control erasion, J\~S 
really trying to prevent the rate of erosion from increasing significantly due to our land use or 
management. Other things being equal, the rate of erosion increases as precipitation 
increases. On the other hand, the amount of vegetation and litter cover generally also increase 
as precipitation increases. Therefore, on the average, natural erosion is highest where there is 
sufficient rainfall to produce significant runoff but not enough rain to support adequate 
vegetation to protect the soil completely. In areas with rainfall of 30-40 inches or more, e.g. 
eastern forests and tallgrass prairie, vegetation may essentially prevent any surface soil erosion 
from occurring unless the vegetation is disturbed or removed to expose mineral soil. Much of 
Full Report Available Online 
hap ://www.azwpf. gov/Gr~~-~roject-~eports/documels/~O- 1 09 WPFFinalReport . pdf 
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the landscape development in such areas occurs by soil creep, solution, landslides, etc. Where 
rainfall is very low, Le. below 5-1 0 inches, the amount of vegetative cover possible under such 
limited moisture does not have any appreciable effect on surface erosion. Natural e~osiori is 
limited due to limited precipitation, but can be high in response to unusual intense rain events. 
In the zone of about 10-25 inches of precipitation vegetation rarely is dense enough to 
completely protect the soil from erosion, but can be dense enough to reduce erosion 
considerably. This is the zone that covers most of the rangelands and most of the LSP 
watershed. In this zone, activities that reduce vegetation and litter cover will usually result in 
some increase, possibly large increases, in sheet and rill erosion. Changing vegetation from a 
more effective type (grass) to a less effective type(shrubs) will also increase erosion. The 
extent of the increase depends on soil factsrs, slope, rockiness, gravel cover, i.e. site factors. 

Assessment of UDland Erosion in the LSP watershed 

The rate of soil erosion occurring in any given spot is not possible to measure in the field at one 
point in time. Measuring actual soil erosion or soil movement requires elaborate and long-term 
research studies. A number of such studies have been conducted in Arizona. However, for on 
the ground assessment of erosion rate we must depend on visual indicators of erosion. Some 
of these are the presence of rills, movement and deposition of soil or litter, formation of plant 
pedestals due to soil removal around them, evidence of gullies in the drainage bottoms, patchy 
cover of vegetation. For this watershed assessment a ''soil stability rating" index was developed 
based on similar rating systems used by BLM and other agencies. This SSR was based on 
rating 6 factors on a scale of 1-5, then adding to get a total rating. Thus, the best possible score 
was 30, which would indicate no evidence of erosion. This rating scale was applied at each of 
the observation points on the upland watershed assessment. Later, each map delineation was 
assigned a SSR rating to apply to the whoie map delineation. This was done by considering ali 
the write-up points and deciding a representative value. It is not an average of the write-up 
points in the map delineation, since they may represent different sites. If no actual observations 
were available in a map delineation, it was assigned a value using professional judgment based 
on similar conditions in other map delimations, The SSR does not make any determinstion of 
whether existing erosion is natural or accelerated; it only rates the evidence visible that 
indicates how much erosion may be occurring. 

Figure 8 is a map showing the results of this SSR procedure for all map delineations in the 
watershed. The actual SSR values are given in the table describing ecological sites in 
Appendix B. SSRs for the map delineations ranged from about 15 to 29. These were arbitrarily 
divided into 3 classes: 26-30; 21-25; and 20 or less. These classes simply indicate areas with 
the lowest observed erosion, moderate, and highest rates. They do not imply anything 

sccep?ab!e 3' sHainable rate3 of erosion For the whole watershed 1 1 % fell into the 
greater than 25 range, 5430 in the 2 1-25 range, and 34% in the less than 2: range (2% were 
cultivated fields). For the most part the least amount of erosion was observed in the woodland 
types of the higher mountains where rainfall and plant cover is greatest, and in the woodland 
sites along the River where the ground is almost flat and surface runoff minimal. The highest 
erosion rates were seen in the shrublands at lower elevations with low vegetation cover, 
especially those on steeper slopes. The moderate zone tends to be on the sites receiving 12-16 
inches of precipitation that still have a good perennial grass cover. 

Alternative Management Actions 
Full Report Available Online 
~~://wvvw.annipf.gov/fir~~-~roject-~~ports/documen~s/OO- I 09VPFFinalReport.pdf 
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Mitigating upland erosion depends mainly on maintaining a good vegetation and litter cover on 
the watershed and managing for the type of vegetation that will provide the most effective cover, 
Le. perennial grasses instead of shrubs. The extent of shrublands, grasslands, and woodlands 
has already been discussed along with the management options for these areas, Le. grazing 
management, burning, herbicides, and so on. 

There are a number of direct approaches to reducing runoff or increasing infiltration that have 
been used in some situations. Many types of mechanical interventions designed to slow down 
runoff and/or increase infiltration of water have been tried. Some of these were done by 
machines and some by hand. Examples are brush, rock or wire contour dikes designed to 
catch sediment and slow runoff: contour furrows designed to catch sediment and runoff, pits dug 
by offset plow discs for the same purpose and soil ripping to improve infiltration. Many of these 
efforts were combined with seedings of perennial grasses. These practices were widely applied 
on watersheds throughout the West during the 1930~-1950s, notably by the Civilian 
Conservation Corps (CCC) and later by the Soil Conservation Service (NRCS) and others. It is 
not clear to what extent this was done in the LSP watershed. These practices required a lot of 
hand labor and/or mechanical treatments, both of which were cheap during those times. Some 
of the efforts had considerable positive results, others were very short-lived. More recently, the 
land imprinter has been touted as the solution. This is a large drum filled with water with 
protruding “imprinters” that can be pulled behind a crawler tractor. By creating impressions in 
the ground surface, it encourages infiltration of water rather than runoff, thus reducing erosion. 
It may have been inspired by observation of grass sprouting in the tracks left by bulldozers. 
There have been situations where the imprinter has produced substantial results. 

However, 211 cf these approaches depend on the availability of cheap labor and/or cheap 
machinery costs, neither of which are currently available. Most of these practices can only be 
applied in specific situations of soil type, rockiness, topography, etc. In some cases, the results 
have been substantial and long lasting, in others they were ineffectual or of short-term benefit. 
In general, this type of erosion control is probably not adaptable or economical for the LSP 
watershed. 

So, we are left mainly with managing the vegetation to achieve better watershed stability. The 
question then is: What areas will likely respond best to Vegetation management to reduce 
existing erosion or to reduce the tendency toward accelerated erosion in the future? To try to 
afiswer this questior;, we used the ecological site map 88 a basis for determining priority areas 
to either correct existing erosion or prevent future increases in erosion. 
Woodlandiforest areas generally have a low amount of erosion as long as the vegetation is 
relatively undisturbed. In the higher elevations this is due to high amounts of precipitation 

Only when drastically disturbed, as happens in destructive fires. is the erosion rate greatly 
increased. Mesquite woodlands at lower elevations generally do not have a serious sheet 
erosion problem because they are flat and do not produce much surface runoff. Therefore, 
these areas are not priorities for upland erosion control, except in the case of intense fires. 

Most of the ecological sites in the lower rainfall belts (e.g. 40-1 and 41-2) and a few in the 
moderate rainfall belt (41-3) are dominated by shrubs and apparently have little potential to 
produce grass. These sites have a fairly high natural rate of erosion (very high on breaks and 
moderate on those with erosion pavement), but the natural vegetation will not protect them from 
Full Report Available Online 
http ://www.azwpf.gov/Grant_proj ect-ReportddocumentdOO- 1 09 WPFFinalReport.pdf 
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erosion to any great extent. If the shrups mal aominale are removea, mere may De S G ~ ~ ~  
increase in perennial grass cover although it may take a long time to obiain me favoraugG 
weather io allow this to haooen. Even if mwenniai arass increases I[ WIII biiii no[ IIKS:. L= 1' 
enough to make a substantial reduction in erosion. If the shrubs are removed and perennial 
grass does not increase, then erosion will likely increase. Therefore, these areas do not seem 
tn be aood candidates for veaetation conversion aiven the exDense and the slim chances of 
improvement. 

Therefore, the main chance to manipulate vegetation to achieve better soil Drotection exists in 
the 41-3 (12-16 inch) zone and some areas within the 41-1 (16-20 inch), and lower precipitation 
zones (41-2, and 40-1) Erosion due to changes in vegetation cover from mainly grass to 
mainlv shrubs will continua to increase on some ecoloaical sites as shrub cover continues to 
increase (Martin and Cable 1974; Martin and Morton 1993). On these sites shrubs continue to 
increase regardless of whether they are grazed or not. Robinett (Robinett 2000; Robinett and 
Sayre 2009) indicates that shrubs will generally continue to increase on certain sites whether 
they are grazed or not. The sites he mentions are those with deeper soils such as loamy 
upland, sandy loam upland, etc. Other sites, such as granitic hills or limestone hills may have 
shrub increases but the effects on soil erosion may be less because of the protection afforded 
by rock cover and the relatively shallow soils. Therefore, it appears that sites with deeper soils, 
fairly erodible soils, gentler slopes, and good grassland potential are the main ones that are of 
major concern. if the perennial grass has already been taken over by shrubs, then erosion has 
proDaq increasea ana wiii continue to do so in the absence of positive action. Changing the 
grazing system or removing livestock will not change this scenario. If the site still has a good 
cover of grass and has not yet been taken over by shrubs, then preventive action may be 
advisable to keep that from happening. it is much easier and More effective to CGntrGl tne 
shrubs before the grass cover declines. Therefore, the deeper soi! argas were identifed as 
priority areas for treatment, either to correct existing problems or to prevent future problems. 

Full Report Available Online 
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Figure 8. Representative soil stability rating classes for map delineations. Green = SSR > 25, Yellow= SSR 21-25, 
Red = SSR 21 

Full Report Available Online 
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ISSUE #8 ROADS 

Roads actually came out to be the number one area of concern among local landowners. Most 
of the concern was for maintenance, safety, dust and other problems associated with the main 
county road. These are not really “conservation” issues and will not be addressed in this report. 
The other road issues were related to problems of erosion or other resource impacts of roads. 
These will be addressed. 

Extent and Types of Roads in the LSP Watershed 

Figure 20 is a map showing roads in the LSP watershed. The road locations were taken from 
maps, aerial photos, and field checking. There may be roads that are not shown on the map, 
Le. some of the short power line roads or driveways into residential parcels are not shown. 
There may be some of the roads shown that are actually abandoned or no longer in use due to 
changes in land ownership, wilderness designation, etc. Nevertheless, the maps are an 
indication of the location and types of roads present in the watershed. 

Roads were classified into several categories (Table 13. Main roads are maintained by the 
counties or in some areas by the Forest Service. A small amount of state highway on Mt. 
Lemmon is grouped with these roads. A small portion of these roads are paved, the rest are 
gravel. The degree of engineering of the roads, and the maintenance, varies considerably 
among the various responsible agencies. The main road down the river is known as Cascabel 
Road in the south portion of the area and River Road in the north. Various sections are 
maintained by Cochise, Pima, and Pinal Counties. Another category is utility roads, i.e. those 
built to serve the gas pipeline and electric transmission lines through the watershed. The 
remaining category mapped consists of largely unimproved roads on ranches, farms, private 
parcels, and federal and state lands. Most of these roads just happened with little or no 
engineering of any kind. Some have been put in for subdivisions, but provision for drainage or 
erosion control was minimal. 

r San Pedro watershed project area. 

Erosion Problems Associated with Roads 

In the LSP watershed assessment, roads were considered to be the number one cause of 
human-related gully erosion. Most of the problems invoive the unimproved roads on 
rangelands, but similar problems occur on the other categories as well. 

Full Report Available Online 
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The main problem with unimproved roads is that they tend to intercept surface runoff and cause 
it to run down the road. This water builds up depth and erosive power and eventually starts to 
cut a yuiiy irr the tracks down the road. When these tracks develop into a deep rut or gully, the 
road is usually moved over to get out of the rut. Once started these gullies often tend to 
continue to erode, even if the road is moved. The severity of the problem is related to the slope 
of the road and the type of soil involved. Roads along ridges may have little problem because 
there is no source of water above them. Roads running down slopes act as channels for water. 
Roads running across slopes intercept water running off the slope above and may carry it down 
the road until it finds a place to spill off the lower side. Roads in clay or loam bottoms may 
develop deep ruts caused by traffic on wet soil and these may channel runoff to create gullies. 
Roads in sandy washes generally b~ not create much of a problem, because the wash is 
naturally urrstable and roads tend to be obliterated after every fbod event. 

Figures 21 through 24 are photos that illustrate some of the kinds of problems that exist. 

Alternative Management Actions 

The solution to the road problem is, of course, to provide the proper engineering to minimize 
erosion and flooding problems associated with roads. Locating roads with due consideration 
for grades, soils, and drainage crossings is the first step. Construction of water bars, turnouts, 
culverts, slabs, or even bridges heips to prevent water from creating guilies down the road, or 
where it crosses the road. In some cases, merely eliminating the berm along the sides of the 
road created by a bulldozer or grader could allow water to flow off the road, rather than down it. 
These remedies are well known and there are ample design criteria to solve the problem. The 
problem is that all these solutions take money. 

The Redington NRCD could work with the counties, the Forest Service, and the utility 
companies to encourage them to improve drainage and erosion control on the roads for which 
they are responsible. Roads on private lands and subdivisions are the responsibility of the 
landowners they serve. The District could seek cooperation from those iandowners and offer 
technical assistance to improve road problems, but the final responsibility and cost should be to 
those using the road. Roads on federal lands (FS and BLM) are the responsibility of those 
agencies. However, the District could identify where problems exist and work with those 
agencies to try to achieve some improvement. 

The majority of the unimproved roads are on state land. These roads are used by grazing 
lessees, hunters and many other people. Off road vehicles often create new roads, although off 
road travel is forbidden on state land except for specific purposes. Although these roads were 
mnstly originally established to sewe the needs of grazing lessees to check waters. fences. 
distribute sat, etc. their iisa and the wear and tear associated with it has greatly hcreased with 
the popularity of 4 wheel drive vehicles and A N s .  However, if there is any maintenance on 
these roads, it is usually the grazing lessee that does it. The state land department does not 
maintain these roads. To correct the erosion problems on these roads would be quite 
expensive. The District could work with grazing lessees, off road vehicle clubs, hunters’ 
organizations and the State Land Department to seek solutions to these problems. Some roads 
could be closed or re-routed. Some roads could be designated for restricted use, e.g. by State 
land personnel and lessees, to minimize impacts. There may be sources of public funding to 
help address these problems. 
Full Report Available Online 
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Figure 2 1. 
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Figure 22. 

Full Report Available Online 
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Figure 24. 
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-- -1. 
Purple = State 
Red = Private 
Green = Forest Service 

Yellow = Bureau of Land Management 
Orange = National Park Service 
Pink = Pima County Scale 1 :300,000 

Figure 2. Land ownership in the Lower San Pedro Watershed project area. NW and SW Quadrants of 
Study Area Outlined in Black. 

Full Report Available Online 
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Northwest Quadrant 
Medium to Highly Erodible Soils designated with bright yellow outline 
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Lat J. Celmins 
Enail: 1ceM-clam.cam 

August 20,2012 

BUREAU OF LAlVIl BIANAGEMBN" 
New Mexico State Office 
SunZia Southwest Transmission Project 
P.O. Box 271 15 
Santa Fe, Mew Mexico 87502-01 15 

U. 8. Mail and Courier 
Adrian Garcia, Project Manager 
BUREAU OF LAND w A Q E M E N T  
SunZia Southwest Transmission Project 
c/o EPG, Inc. 
4i41 N. 32nd Street, Suite 102 
Phoenix, Arizona 850 18 

li 

U. S. Matl 
Adrian Garcia, Project Manager 

New Mexico State Office 
P.O. Box 271 15 
S ta Fe, New Mexico 87502 

Bureau of Land Management 
SunZia Southwest Transmission 
Project 
301 Dinosaur Trail 
Sank  Fe, New Mexico 57508 

BUREAU OF LAND mAQEMEIfT 

7 Via Federal Ekpress 

Gentlemen: 

We are hereby transmitting to you the comments of Winkelman WRCD and 
Redington NRCD on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Resources 
Management Plan, May 2012, DES- 12-26 for the proposed SunZia Transmission 
Project (=DEW). 

These coimnentssupplernent and are in addition to all prior comments and 
submissions by the Districts. Please consider, address and resolve these 
comments consistent with our request in the attached comprehensive comments 
on the DEIS. 

The Districts are prepared to meet with responsible representatives of BLM 
to coordinate all of the above identified issues and resolve inconsistencies and 
conflicts with the Districts' plans and mission statements. We would expect that 
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MARGRAVECELMINS 

A PROFESSIONAL C O R P O R A T I O N  7 

August 20,2012 
Page 2 

all these matters be addressed and resolved prior to completion of the Find 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

for WWlman and Redington 
Consemation Districts 
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I C O l l w M E N T s O N D R A F T ~ O ~ ~ ~ I I M p A c T S T A T l E M E N T  

AND RESOURCE MANAGEMBNT PLAN FOR SDNZIA SOUTHWEST 

BY ~ N R c D a n d R E D I N G T ' O N N R C D  
Augnst 20,2012 

TRANSMISSION PROJECT (MAY 2012, DES11226 AMENDMENTS) 

To: 

These comments also supplement the Districts' specific xeqwsts for coordination 
of these adverse impacts with the long-range plans of Winkelrnan and Redington 



including the written requests directed to BLM on June 28,2012, July 12,2012 and July 
17,2012. 

ARIUINA’S NATURAL RESOURCJZ CONSERVATION DISTRICTS 

Winkelman NRCD and Redineton NRCD kol ldvelv  ‘‘Districts” or “E?- 
are the local political subdivisions of the State of Arizona with responsibilities that 
include the San Pedro River watershed and Aravaipa Creek habitat areas. The Disb5cts 
were established bv the Arizona Constitution, Article Xm, 4 7 and A.R.S. 6 37-1001, et 
seq. to protect the natural resources within their jurisdictions consistent with the natural 
resource policy of the State of Arizona and the Districts’ own long range plans. 

The Districts were established in 1941 by the State of Arizona as legal 
subdivisions of the State. They are organized by the vote of landowners within the 
District and management is by a Board of Dimtors elected by local citizens. The 
Districts m a form of local government authorized to iden* and address mom 
conservation needs within theirjnrisdicrions. There are 41 conservation districts 
spanning the entire breadth of Arizona, 32 of which are esfablished under State law and 9 
established under Tribal law. m e  elected District Board of Supervisors has the 
responsibility for determining the resource wnserv&on mx& for the District, for 
developing and coordinating long range plans and programs for natural resource 
commation and implementing them under the Distrkts’ mud p h  of operation. The 
Districts work with and coordinate their efforts with Federal and State government, 
organizations, agencies and individuals to accomplish soil and water conservation. 
Arizc?na’s mmatim diet law is embodied in legislation and establishes the State’s 
natural resource policy, carried out on a local level by the Districts: 

It is decked fhe policy of the 1egish.m to pvide for the restoration and 
conservation of lands and soil resouses of the state, pervation of water 
rights and the control and preservation of soil erosion, and thereby to 
c o m e  natural resources, conserve wildlife, protect the tax base, protect 
public lands and protect and resture the stat;e’s rivers and streams and 

dependent on those hbilias, and in such laanner to prow and promote 
the public health, safety and general welfare ofthe people. (Ariz. Rev. 
Sa. Ann. ji 3’9-ICiOi j 

associated ripariau habitats including fish and wild life m m  that are 

A. WiukeImanNRCD 
W i n k e h  NRCD is located in the eastern part of pinal County, the southwest 

comer of Gila Coung, a small portkm of the southwest corner of Graham County and a 
small arw in northeast Pima Camp. To the north lie the final Mountains, to the east the 
Galiuro Mountains, to the south at% the Catalina NIOuntains and to the west lies the desert 
land near Picacho Reservoir. SubstantM portions of two of Arizona’s major rivers, the 
San Pedro and the Gila, wind through the District. Winkelman NRCD includes 1.6 
million acres of land of which less than 1500 a m  is irrigated farmland. The remaining 
acres not within tom, cities or mine lands are rangeland. The land ownership is a 
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combination of private, State and Feded lands. Portions of the Tonto and 
Coronado National Foreats lie within the District’s boundaries. Winkelman NRCD also 
includes BLM lands, Arizona State Trust Lands, and private lands. 

Winkelman NRCD has established conservation district land management pians 
which are updated b r n  time to time to amy out the public policy of the Sta& on a local 
level. W d e h a n  NRCD is governed by five elected supervisors who meet on 8 regular 
basis to carry out its long range plans and statutory mandates. Winkelman NRCD 
coordinates its re#m conservation eftorts with Federal and Srate agencies including 
the BLM and takes its responsibilities seriously. 

B. Bedingtonma 

in the San Pedro River Valley of southeastern Arizona It includes approximately 3 1 
miles ofthe San Pedro River which runs n d - n d w e s t  through the middle of the 
District and is the area’s most defining geographical, ecological and social-historic 
feahrre. Redington NED’S southern boundary lies just north (downstream) of the 
Narrows, a bedrock intrusion that divides the upper and lower S a  Pedro basins. The 
westean bonndzrry runs along the crest of the Rincon and Saata ChtahaMomtains which 
-the Sankdro andSantacrpZ watersheds. Therm&ernboundarylies along the 
Alder Wash and Kielberg Canyon. The eastern bonndary is an hgalar  north/south line 
throngh Range 20 Bpisf of the Gh-Wt fiver Meridian. It hegins @st no& of the 
Nartows and ends on the southwestern flank of the GaIroTD Mmtains. 

Redington NRCD was established in 1947 and encOmpBSses 290JMO acres of land 

INTRODUCTION 

The NRCD’s are legally recognized govemmenta) subdivisions of the State of 
Arizona. As such, they have legal status under the Govermu’s Consistency Review. A 
6O-day GOvem0;rs Consistency Review is required by 43 CFR 1610.3-2(e) for all 
Resource Management Plans (SUMPS) and RINIP Amendmenos. T&e Sun22i? DEIS; 
incfudes proposed RMP Amendments which requh compliance with the Governor’s 
Consistency Review as well as with the NatiunaI EnvirOnmental Policy Act (BXPA]. 

The mission of the NRCDs is to protect, restore, and conserve the land, water, and 
soil resources, to preserve wa&r rights and to pvmt soil erosion, and to protect the tax 
base of public lands within W c t  boundaries while assisting private propeay owners in 
making viable and responsible use of their private h d s  and of the public lands they use. 
The Districts’ mission is M v e d  from, and is consistent with, the mission statement of 
the State of Arizona set forth for all NRCDs organized under state law and is defined in 
Sta tu te .  
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The mission of the NRCDs applies to neafity two million m s  which me within 
the NRCDS' boundaries. .The NRclDs have practiced responsible environmental 
stewardship of District Ian& for mom than 60 years. The comequences of the District$ 
environmental stewardship are reatord or recovering ecosystems, continuation of viable 
agricultural econamieS, and preservation ofbraditionai 
stewardship on Dshict lands is evidenced by a series of adopted maaagement plans and 
policies, and by numerous implementation measures which have required inveStment of 
millions of dollars in public and private funds. The SunZia pject is inconsiStent with 
the NRCDS' adopted plans and policies. It is also inconsistent with the adopted land use 
plans and policies of Pinal County, Arizona, and with the recommendatians of the 
corridor locath ~ m m e ~ t i m  ofthe West-wide Energy Comdor Pmgrimmtic El§. 

lifestyles. EnviroOmentai 

Nowhere is the enviromed stewardship of the Districts more evident than in 
the San Pedro Rivex Valley, which would suffer significant unmitigable impacts to the 
human enviromnent if the Sunzia Project is approved on the P&ed Alternative route 
through District lands. Our detailed comments on the SunZiaDHS support the 
conclusion that the P c e f d  Alternative should not be approved by the BLM, and that 
the proposed RMP Amendments conflict with BLM's policy as articulated in Instruction 
Memrandum No. 201 1-059, 'Wational EnvironmenraI Policy Act Compliance far 
Utility-!3cale Renewable Rnergy aight-of-way Authurizations," which directs the BLM 
@ identify ''appropliate project lomtbns that conform With federal law, regd&'h, and 
policy, and with existing land use plans, minimizing the need far land use plan 
amendment ." 

In S e p m b r  of 2008, SunZia Tmsmission, LLC submitted a Right-of-way 
('?ROW') Application to B W  requesting authorization to coI18tNct, operate and 
maintain two new single-circnit overhead 500 kilovolt transmission hes arigmating in 
Socorro County, or Lincoln County, New Mexico, and terminating at the Pinal Central 
SubStation in Pinal County, Arizona. 

On May 29,2084, BLM p u b W  a Notice of Intent ("NOI?') to prepare an FGS 
pursuant to the National Envhnmental Policy Act ('WEPA*), as required by Federal 
regulations pmmd@ fix the Federal Land Poky and Management Acr on 19776 
(7UWA'"FLPMA" €omd at 49 CFR Part 2800,74 FR 25764. BLhA is the lead Federal agency 
for the NEPA analysis and preparation of the EJS. The initial proposal was to transport 
el- generated by power generating re80uces, including primariry renewable 
SOUIT'RS, to the western power markets and load centers. The q W  was on renewable 
energy resources which included wind, solar and geothermd generation. 

BLM acknowledged in its NO1 that the SunZia Project may require amendment to 
at least four of the local Resource Management Plans. ELM affirmedthat if Resonrce 
Management Plan amendments are necessary, BLM would btegmte that process with the 
NEPA p s s  for the SunZia Project. In disregard of the very issues that BLNI identified 
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in its May 29,2009 NOI, B M  shpIy plowed ahead with a M EiS giving ;tip service 
to the issues, collcems and impacts raised by the Districts in the scoping and public 
meetings initiated by the Districts over a two-year @od. These District meetings were 
held for the purpose of providing meaningful Mixmation to the BLM so that the agency 
ooulda~snra#ersofinconsistencybetweentheproposedactionandlocal 
govenunent planning. BLM simply tmmpled over these very issues. On May 29,2012 
BLM gave notice of availability of the DraR Environmentsl Impact Statement (DHS) for 
the SunZia Transmission Line Project and the prospective draft Resouroe Management 
Plan amendments and announced the opening of a comment period of 90 days or until 
August22,2012 (77 Fed Reg. 31637). 

"he Districts have actively participated in the scqing md pladng process, aad 
have repeatedly sought coordination as reqrrired in the Federal Land Management policy 
Act andMPA. Oral and written analyses which reflect inmmbm& between federal 
and local planning have been repeatedly submitted raising critical impacts and resource 
specific issues adversely affecting the Districts. These issues have been spec%cally 
i&ntifM with particnlarty and include (i) effects on, and dteration of the San Pedro 
River watershed; (5) effects to wildlife habitat areas, plants and animal species; (G.0 
effects on cultural resourcw and archaeological sites; (iv) effects to visual resources and 
existing viewsheds; (v) conflicts with current land use plans and policies of the Districts; 
(vi) impacts on witderness aims; (vii) effects on rural lifestyle and socio- economic 
c~nditions; and (viii) a need for avoidance of sensitive areas. The Districts haw 
presented alternate routings and No Action Plan dtematives to the BLM and its 
ContractorEPG. 

CORRESPONDENCE AMDmLIc lbaETlNGs 

To that end, is. addition to vadous comtmmimtim that were made over time, the 
Districts sent a letter on June 28,2012 to the BIM and responsible individuals including 
the Project Manager, State Dinxton and others requesting. a follow-up meeting to the 
release of the DEB so that specific hconsistencies between local planning and the now- 
identified Preikrted Al&&ve could be addressed. That June 28,2012 lettex identified 
the stsltntory, contractual and factual basis reqniring coordination with the Districts. 
Havingreceived no resporrse t o ~ l e t w a n o t p v e r m e e t i n g ~  was sentos &e BLM 
andallresponsibleMividd~ on July 12,2012. No mpotiw was received to that 
request. That kt&r was again foliowed by auother on July 17,2012 with slgain no 
~ , a n d ~ f o ~ a n a s s u r m e d ~ o f c o m p l i a n c e w i t f i f e d e r a l ~ ~ e n t s t o  
coordinate local and federal planning. 

Concnrmtly, BLM gave notice of numerous public meetings in New Mexico and 
Arizona soliciting comments on the DEIS. In each of these meetings, public participation 
and public inputs and c0-B were fdosed.  For instance, approximately 100 
members of the public appeared at tbe Tucson Daeeting and were specifically told that 
p u b f i c ~ ' k @ & m  was foreclosed and that there wo& be mp&k commem received 
at that tbne. At the sched&d Benson meetiug on July 12,2012 about 50 members of the 
public responded to the BLM's public participaton request md several of them were 
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prepared to present their view!5 on the adverse impects of thesMzia - ' 'onhe 
project. Public paaicipation was again ibredosed. .This hada chilling &&'on public 
particlpaton and sent a strong SignaI thatthe BLMis n0thtemtedi.n public @uts,that 
public comments would be ignored and that any fmd.ler written comments by intemtd 
parties would be dimgarde!d as in the past. B W s  actions bavemade amoclreagtof the 
entire administrative process. 

There were only two people who were autharized by the BLM to speak publicly 
at the DEB public meetings, BLM PrOjecManagea- Adrian Garcia andm 
representative Micw Siegel. Their presentation at the '~CSOII and San Manuel meetings 
Was apEmzxMate ' ly 45 minutes in length, and the audienoe was given instructiolls that any 
cpstions O r o o m m e n t S r e g a p d i n g t t K i r ~  n would adcbsed on a one-on-one 
basis betweenthemembesofthe@licandvariousmembers OftheBLMandHPGstaff 
that would be available afterward. When a member of the audience slippea from this 
protocol and requested a claritlcation or posed a question or even raised their hand during 
the presentation, they were quickly told that atl questions would be handled afterward 
according tothe protocol that hadbeen described. 

It was vqdisconcerting that the main person demibii the project on behalf of 
the B M  was PMiClrey Siegel, who bad in A@ of 2001 represented one of SunZXs 
owners (SWPG) in their application far a certificate of Environmental Canpati-, for 
the muting of am-gas line a n d a c x 3 m l - q  * n line for SWPG's Bode 
Power Plant, This placed Mr. Siege1 in the position of poted&y pmtecthg his former 
client's interest m securing additional transrmssl * 'onCttPZtCifyfwtheBowiePlantby 
describing the Snazi;s project in a way that d p m m o t e  acceptll~lce of the proposed 
transmission project by the public. 

Incklx&w. siege1 spoke zd&eb a b m t ~ W a b k e l l ~  lesourGa dming his 
presentetions at the Tucson and San k - 1  meetings. Whenhe was speaking at the San 
1VZan~lnzeeting~~neaewableenerg~~inthevicinityofdzeBowiePlant,a 
member of the smaU andiem asked, "what about natural gas resources in this region?" 
Mr. Siegel responded that he was only Cmering renewable energy lesource zones, and 
that any questions needed to be held Mtil dter the presentation when they w d d  be 
m s w d  by amernber of the sM. 

By contdling the message h u t  &e purpose d &e Sutlzia pjeet, by ignwhig 
much of what was submitted in written form regardmg this issue iu-scoping, 
coordination, and IQA processes, and by forbidding any pations or comments during 
or immediately after the 
presentations at the public meetings, the BLM was &wing the public and stakeholders 
any opporamity to ef€ectively challenge the nanatiye about renewable energy that was 
behg presented by the enviroMlental m h t ,  EPG, in the pnblic meetings and in the 
DES. 

6 



The~ofpanposeofandneedfbrthepx;oposedSunZiapmjat~ 
fundamentally flawed. The DJ33 cites the mandate of the Federal Land Management 
Poky Act (FLPMA) to accommodate multiple uses on BL,&mmag& lauds as the need 
for the p&t. Multiple we is a @cy, not a Deed Mnltiple ase policy could be 
implemented by a ne.ar-Wmite range of possible ahematiw such as inciwwed h e r d s  
leasingoriocreeseddevelopedrecreaiioaateas,inadditionto~SnaziaprojeCt. A 
ge~muttiplensepolicydoesnotdemonsttatenead.forthespecificproposedsUozia 
transxnission project. Consequently, the Snazia pmject is a pmpose which does not 
address a defined need. Need should be restated to define a problem which the SunZia 
project would resolve. (We pvide detailed comments on the pmpaaied need and 
justification for the Sunzia project in our commentary on cumdative  impact^.) 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS off THE D m  

The e-se of the NRCDs applies to Iands within the NRCDs’ jurisdictions, so 
we limit our specific comments to the sections of the DEIS which discuss Route Group 
Four with the exception of comments on DEIS topics which a f f ec t  all route alternatives. 

Section 1.3 discusses the Energy Policy Act d 2005 with reference to Section 368 
corridors. The discussion is misleading because the West-wide Energy corridor 
Programm&ic EIS (November, 2007) identified energy and multi-modal corridors in the 
11 western states, but the proposed SunZia transmissio~ corridor is not identified. None 
of the corridors identified within Arizona is within the southern quadrant of the state 
where &ne gmpxied Suazia lwoject would be located. The SunZia project is not within a 
designated corridar. 

Section 1.4 states that “New Mexico and Arizona are c h a r d  as regional 
power exporting areas, due to the availability of power h m  renewable ~ ~ ~ ~ u r c e s . ”  This 
is an inacCmate and misleading statement which, as written, inoplies that these stafes have 
power fmm renewable sources to export. This section shouldbe rewfitteEi to note that 
Arizona and New Mexico m pte& power exporting areas because of renewable 
energy resources, but that the= is not at pllesent a net power (developed energy) sluplus 
available far exprt. 

In section 1.4 it is noted that the location of proposed power generation projects, 
or of interconnections, cannot be disclosed. The full envirenmental effects of the SunZia 
project amnot, thed’re, be analyzed. 

Section 2322, TabIe. 2-1 lists a data layer “Vacant/Undeveloped” and assigns 
this category a Low sensitivity level. This c h - w o n  ancf sensitiktty rating reflect a 
~j~veurbanbiasthatispresenttlm>ughouttheD~. Itwouldbernoreacamteto 
rename the data layex “Open SpaceMamH and Improved Rangelaud” and assign 
~ensit ivi~ rating of ‘%Modexate” ar greakr to be comparable to the sensitivity level 
assigned to Urban Areas. Use of the Low sensitivity rating skewed mute selection. 

This table lists culauai and Biological resources data layers, but omits other 
data layers like mils, hazards, and wildlife movement conidors. The GIs constraints 
analysis was therefore incomplete as abasis for s e l h g  d h m &  dtematives. If 
the emstram ts analysis had been unbiased and inclusive, other conidor alternatives 
which avoid the Sau Pedro River Valley would likely have merged. The Preferred 
Alternative west of the Sau Pedro fiver traverses a large percentage of sods subject to 
Moderate water erosion. The resulting potentid h m e  in soil erosion is a direct 
contradiction to one of the primary resource protection purposes of the NRCDS. 

Section 2.4.9.1 states, “Access mads would be k?en@ed in the POD and 
approved by the BLM before constmction,” and that ohm temporary use areas will be 
required. The location and enviromnental effeds of these mads and areas should be 
disclosed and analyzed in the DEB. The need for this db~losnre in the NEPA document 
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is reinforced by discussion in 2.4.10.1 which allades ro nn&mmmed - locationsofaccess 
rOads,andm- - method6ofcx?mtnm 'on which could have widely diverging 
ranges of effects on the envkonmeat, and on private landowners. Without klusion of 
tfiis iofarmaton,the DBIS is imuffkimt as abash for agencydeeisknmaking. For 
exampk,tbxe is reference b "drive andcrush roads" on flattenah within Certain 
vegetation cxmumml ' *es--such rods anywhere in a desext emsystem have the potential 
to permanently destroy crusts on desert soils, fesuzting in inavssed erosion. The location 

deteanined by '"field testing" at the time of me. 
of snchroads shonldbe partof r3ie Dms,notdiscussed generically with effectstobe 

What agency is responsible tbr approving access roads on state and private land? 
Haw will eRkcts be analyzed on non-BLM I d s ?  How wi3 mitigation measures be 
monitoml and enforced on non-BLM lands?? 

Section 2.4.1 I .1 has vague cfiscussim of chemical matmat of noxious weeds 
with pesticides or herbicides that might or might not need to be used, and mechamd * or 
hand cutting of woody vegeaatcm. This is an example of the ''either-or'' ambiguity that is 
present tbronghout the DEIS, with analysis defenred to the POD. Will chedcal 
tzpplcations be used on State and private lands? 

Table 2-1 1, mitigaton measme 4 nclfes that new ZKCCGSS roads not needed for 
maintemuce would be permanen+* closed. This measwe is m&Iy to be mwessfnl in 
preveatingnnwantedaccessinruralareasoncearoadhasopenedanarea. Backcountry 
users me very remmefd in circumventing "closuresY'-the effectiveness of the 
ArhmdMexico b& fence is but m e  notmi~us example oftbe difficalty of excluding 
de-& traveler. Public and private iands would experience increase in trespass and 
damage to property and the environment. 

Mitigation measure 12 notes that use of helicopter placement of structures reduces 
impacts by decneasing g r o u n d  disturbance, but implies that ' loss of vegetation, soil 
~~~,~~~damagetoculturalresonxres,andviSnal~~"willoccurinareas 
where h d i w  pxacement wi l l  not be used. 

Mitigarion measure 14m-im to ' Y i m b e r m ~ . ' '  Are b R  any? h aIEgicm 
Charactenzed * by low gmwing, sparse vegetation, tBis mitigation measure is of 
qnestionable effectiveness. In areas with ripmian vegeration,any removal or thinning k 
conspicuous because of the limited axea ocmpied by r-iparian species in the desert. Any 
removal is inappropriate becanse it introduces high visual ooutrast, as well as detrimental 
effects to biota, soils, and =off chara&m ' tics. 

Section 25.4 notes that mute selection consided minimiZation of impacts to 
commercial and residential uses as a Criterion. This is aflother example of the urban bias 
of the DEIS. Urban and commerciaf users in the region would get the benefits of the 
transmission coxridor, but would automatically be pro- against bearing any of the 
adverse impacts because of tbis bias. This exk&ty is ineqUitable and 
dispmportionatery affects the residents of the San Pedro River Valley. 
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Section2.6discussesBMPamendments. TheSaffardRMPismarethan2Oyears 
old. The ConditjlEWs which existed when it was adopted have very lilcely changed 
substantially. Uirban growth around Tucson is one example of likely change. To amend 
the RMP to accommodate the SunZia corridor without acomplete revision of the RMP 
updating it to reflect existing conditions and current policies and maaagement objectives 
is inappropriate. In light of the fact that the preferred Alternative route through the San 
Pedro River Valley is in a d d o r  avoidance area, amending the RMP witbout first 
OpdatingtheellhRMPis file equivalent of spot zoning. 

Amending the RMPto allow the StmZiacorridorhas the potential for additional 
adverse impacts * oftbe cohstion p d i q  whieh enconrages additional nWies to 
locate in existing ConidoES. Amendment of the RMP eliaoinates the present ROW 
avoidance area to create a new c d d o r  zone which would open a Pandofa’s box of 
cumulative impacts h m  future utilities along the Sunzia mute. This potential adverse 
effect was not addressed in the curnulatilye impacts analysis. 

Tables 3.3 through 3.7 -Climate Statistics, inexplicably omit any data on wind 
and insolation. Data on renewable energy development potential along the proposed 
Sunzia route is mlevant to informed decision making. 

S d o n  3.5 does not address sustainability of water resowee use in the Sae Pedro 
River Valley, nor does it discuss water rights. Water rights t c ~  the San Pedro River have 
been the subject of numerous lawsuits, som ongoing. 

Where will water fcrr dnst sn?pgression come from? The v o h e  required d d  be 
very large, given the length of mpved aedington Road and the length of the SunZia 
corrickxitselfas weil as andlaryfbdit is such as accessIoads,staging mas,and 
housing camps. 

Waterfs) of the US are not defined in discussion of 404 permits. New USACE 
protocols for juridictiom? determinatons are not discussed. 

1s &e statement that Route 4 4 2 ~  crases 6.1 miles of perennial streanss aeemt~, 
when there is only one crossing of the San Pedro River? 

Table 3-40 Cultural Rtsoums omits two impartant resource types, Hismric 
Landscttpes andCulturalGeogaphies. 

Section 3 9  does not address visual momces on non-BMII iands. Therefore 
visual effects ofthe S d i a  project on more than 90 percent of the proposed corridor 
cannot be evaluated. 

Section 3.1 9 3  does not discuss the most recent Phal County Comprehensive 
Plan, (2009) which has major d o n s  on open space visual quality. The SunZia project 
should be in conformance d h  the Comprehensive Plan. 



Table 3-47 needs to add the NRCDs as State of Atizona lanci management 
agencies. 

Page 3-229 first pgraph sixth line appears to be missing a verb between 
Interiorto and coxr ib.  

Page 3-263 subheadhg Subroute 4CZc statas that the p r e f e r r e d  Akmative 
crosses the Arizona National. Scenic Trail. After decades of volunteer work WE& built 
the trail and successfdly achieved its inchsion in the National Trail system just a few 
yean ago, this intrusion would be particalarly unsuitable and degrading. 

Section 3.13.8 is inadeqoatR in its discnssion of fk and d c d  emergency 
services. Constmctm * n mws are not the only possibIe sourceof demand for increase in 
emergmy sebvices,nor is the areaof impact merely anarmw 500 miIe corridor, as 
StatiedintheDEIS. Atraosmrs aion d d o u  would introduce a new “supexhighway” of 
access throagh land which pviously bad limited accessibility. The DEdS notes on page 
4-310 that housing camps wiU be xequbd far common crews. This is the only place 
in the D B  that housing camps are mentioned. These transknt communities will have 
emergemy ser\rices needs (and other impacts) that are not anatyzedin the DEB. Full 
discnssionofthe location, size and full range of en- impactsandmitigation 
meastms should be added to the DEIS. C~nstruction will atbract other economic 
opptmists, trespassers, and persons engaging in aegd activitieS which can profit from 
pmxidyto- * workers, as weU as take advantage of newly created itccess 
dong the entire sunzia corridor. It is interesting to note thattbe characterization of 
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demand for emergency services was so iwmwly addressed in the DE?IS that the Pinal 
County Sheriffs office, the Department of Homeland Security, and Isnutiption and 
Customs Enforcement are not listed in the DEIS as having been mtactt!d. This should 
be c~nrected by contacting these agencies and addressing the potentid demand for 
additional services they foresee as rt mdt of a new corridor close to the US-Mexico 
border. 

In addition, fire-fighting capabilities are noted m Table 3-68. There is no 
discussion of response times, nor any evaluation of the capacity of the numerous 
volunteer fire de+partmnts listed to respond to fire emergencies, and especially their 
ability to respond to large wildfires. There is reference to the BLM and “other land 
management zgencks.“ In a mal environment which is p n e  to serious vddfhze events, 
more detail about the BLM’s and other agencies’ responsibilities and ability to respond to 
emergencies should be provided. 

Section 4.1 .I .I makes reference to “Resource qucrliry. .. .including the I d  value 
and importance of a resource’’ as a measure of impact. Local value and importance does 
not appear b be used anywhea-e in Section 4 to evaluate impacts. The value and 
importance of n m u s  ~ ~ ~ u r c a  to the occupants and ecosystem ofthe rural San Pedro 
River Valley needs to be fully analyzed. 

Table 4-5 ‘W for Assessing htensity of Impacts to Mineral Resources,” lists 
“Areas with known active mines or mining claims with Commercial value” as a measure 
of high impact. How has information providedin Section 3, which notes the Preferred 
Alternative cros~es 16.4 miles of aCtive mhes-ben used to corn- to tI6s iml>act 
measme? Page 4-38 notes that the Preferred Alternative would restrict access to mines 
near Saa Manuel, but this restriction does not seem to be discussed elsewhere, or 
mitigation measures Wed. 

Page 4-38 has discussion of 100-year floodplains. Has the 100-year floodplain of 
all  major washes in the Preferred m a t i v e  corridor been mapped, or has 100 year flood 
plain maApping been limited to the San Pedro Rim? If washes have not been mapped, 
information is incomplete as a basis for detennhhg impacts from geological hazards and 
the full extent of potential soil erosion. 

Page 4-48 idso has discussiQn of impacts to soil resources, including prime and 
Unique farmland. Has the USDA concurred by letter with the assessment of impacts and 
mitigation measures on farmland conversion under the Farmland Protection Policy Act? 

All impacts to soils along Subroute 4C2c have &tigable residual impacts 
which result in increased erosion. This is unacceptabze because of potential increase in 
adverse effects to water quality in the San Pedro River and other &ace watercourses. It 
also has an incremental increase in PM10 and PM25 air qualay degradation. 
Pinal County is wnattauun ent for PMIO. Southem Arizona has experienced a prolonged 

12 



3 

drought. How have drought coditims affected soils? 
meamre4 ildeqO& in right of changes to soils and other bioticand abiotic mxouras? 

pre-drought mitigation 

W o n  4.622 txumtdy states that "impacts of linear features on wildlife am 
lnosttynega$iveandmaybedifiiculttomitigate." 3?mpwedmitigationisnotinkeeping 
with the severity of impacts discussed W impacts o f i n d d o n  which would 
result fiumnew access intoareas used by wikllifi: a~ notadbssed. 

When the San Pedro River Valley is worlii--renowned for its biological diversity, 
why was the €'mkned Alteanative mute run through this immensely valuabje habitat? 

Section 493.4 - amendmeat ofthe RMP to t t cummd the SunZia corridor to 
be compliant with VRM objectives is insppropnate - and the equivalent of "spot zoning" 
to let in an otherwise tuwx@abh p&il&eddevelopment. In addition, asnoted in a 
previous comment, the VRM ana&& was performed only for BLEdI lands, so that Visual 
resource impacts mmme than90 percent of theproposedcxsridor through NRCD 
-lands ha6 not been d@. I .  

Page 4-191, Sutrronte concludes, 'Thm ~IE no moderate, high-rnoderate, or 
high impacts to exhting or- landuse." This is an emmeom arid- 
conclusion. The NRCDS have - land use plans and policies arhich do not include 
an idustrd scaleutifity conidor. Impactst0 existing lauduses would resalt from 

degraded wild&% habitat, and degraded w e  quality, and hcreased soil d o n ,  among 
other impacts. Completed and plannea consmvsitiox~ projects would ais0 be adversely 
affeckdwithin the NRCW bonndares. 

-trespassing,- , aad odner megal activities, degmded visual quality, 

Fum land use @om would be compromised. The traditonal economic base of 
the San Pedro Rivar Valley and 0th lands within the NRch is mining. and agricnltme. 
Diversification win be essenfiat to maintaining viable economies withiu the NRCDs. 
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Agxitourisrn and specialty wood harvesting are examples of diversification which have 
already occuned. Both of these economic activities depend on a healthy ecosystem and a 
visually intact rural setting. Future opportunities which expand the nascent ecotourism 
activity in the region would be cxmprmised and would be kmsistent with the vision 
for the region developed by the citizens of pinal County and adopted in the MH)9 Phal 
County Comprehensive pfan. A balm& discussion of existing and 
future land use impacts which includes the adopted plans and policies of the NRCDs and 
of Pinal County should be included in this section. 

Possible effects to the proposed new national wildlife refuge on the lower San 
Pedro fiver shodd also be discussed. The refuge bas been proposed by the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) b s e  of the high biodivemity values ofthe riverine area, 
which is wheie four major ecosystems merge. The information provided on the Lower 
San Pedro River CoUaborative Conseirvaion Mtiative notes that “the river valley and 
watershed are threatened,” and that “marge hfkt~tmcttm proposals could degrade 
habitat quality, increase emsion potential, and bring more water demands to compete 
with current users.” it goes on to explain that “[nlon-native plants and animals compete 
with native plants and animals, degrade habitat quality, and interfere with productive land 
uses” (Yower Sm Pedro River Collaborative Conservatian initiative: Planning Update 
#l,” USFWS, June, 2012, p2). The proposed refuge would be two miles wide on each 
side of the river, and would stretch from The Marrows to Winkelman. The proposed 
SunZia h.smsmisSion line would violate this proposed refuge. Tfie adverse impactS of 
new infrastructure pjects noted by the USFWS have not been adequately addressed in 
the DEIS. 

Section 4.12.33 - Views k m  the ancon Mountain Wilderness Area would be 
adversely affected. The conclusion that, the SunZia ttanSmission corridor would be 
visible from 17 percent of the w i l b a s  area is the basis for the hdty conclusion b t  
effects would be “minimal. 

Section 4.13 - This section Contains no discussion of social impacts, only of 
economic Impacts. The impacts to traditional Weways in rural Communities should be 
addressed, including population decline, introduction of a temparary workforce which 
would contribute littie to the local social or ecoMlmic €abric, loss of economic vitality 
becauseof industrial scale intnxsion through the landscape, and other social effects. 

Section 4.13.4.4 - This section overstates the zikely effectiveness of an on-site 
F k  Marshall to respond to fire emergency. &pert input from professionals with 
wildland firetighting respnsibilities in the region, such as the B M  and US Fmst 
Service, should be soficited and their recommendations included as mitigation measures. 

Section 4.13.45 - This section does not anticipate effects to recreation and 
tourism, ranching, or property values. This concldon is not supported, and the 
d i s c ~ s s i ~ ~  is not sufficiently inclusive. Far example, grazing impacts are assessed only 
for BLM lands, which are a small Proportion dthe whole conidor on MRCD lands. 
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Ranching is of more than I d  importance; it provides essential products to residents of 
Arizona, aud beyond. 

Changes to the tourist economy would d t  from future &gradation of the visual 
quality which is essential to the em-g ecotourism market. 

The statement that minimat decline in p r o p e r t y  values results fcum transmission 
line location through an area is not defemible in an area which depends on high scenic 
quality and an intact aaturai landscape as the backbone of ita present and future economy. 
The discussion should explain how this statement about p r o p e r t y  values was arrived at. 

Section 4.14 - The enth discassion of En*- Justice is flawed and 
permeated with an urban bias. Census tracts arenot an appmpriateunitof measure in a 
geographicany dispersed but socially doselyanxmted rural ma. A census tract does 
not define a d  community; a 3 d e  distance from the pject centdineis an arbitrary 
distanoeto determine impacts. An example ofthe utban bias appears inTaMe 4-28, 
whichlists High impacts as those miuhing in property condeanmations which are more 
&eiy to occur in mban areas. While this is true, it is impppriatetodisplaceimpacts to 
rnral areas merely to avoid impacts to urban areas. This sectimplaces the landvalues of 
urhnpraperty o n - w h o  are higarJitranSient-above the values of mnlti- 
generationalnrwrlandowners. 

Section 4.14.3.4 - There appears to be a calculation error in Table 4-23 in 
determining the total population in Pind County. EHispanic popdation is 8,253 and 
Other minority population is 

5,183, total population should be 13,436, not 10,782. This correction would affect the 
percentage ca lcu la t i~~ .  

Section 4.14.3.6 - The conclusion that there would be no significant impacts to 
environmental justice populations is unsupported because of the too-narrowly defined 
criteria far iknti-g such populations in a rural cammunity, 

W o n  4.17 - The discussion of cumulative EEects ignores past and present 
actions. Lands within the NRcDs havehad the effects of more than a century and a half 
of Imd-dtmhg activities that have resulted in mjor effects to h o s t  d regional 
TesOulTceBr 

The Energy DeveIopment Forecast A d y s ~  used in the DEIS bears very W e  
relation&@ to the only pubfished eoonomic fkasibbility study fbr an EHV h e  in this 
region, andbears even less relationship with an objective analysis ofthe most likely 
generation sot~fces. On page 4-274 m two en- development scemrios that make the 
assumption that 81% to 94% of the developed energy d a g  the proposed line will be 
renewable, with the rest being “&er existing types of generaton fhilities”. Over a 
fourth of the cumukrtive Effects discussion emerges i h m  this unrealistic energy 
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development d o .  It is misleading to portray the project as primarily (81 to 94%) a 
renewable energy project, which is &ja@icaticm for the SunZia project 

The High PIains Express (€iPX) Project Stage 1 Feasibility Study was cited by the 
local NRCDs m two of their Wormation QuaIity iwhissions to the BLM. This cited 
documeat makes the statement, “For this study, the sunzia project was amsidered to be 
an integral segment of the HPX Project.” The stndy concluded that the beneWwt ratios 
for an ERV line in this region rn most fhvorabie with a renewabdfd resource mix of 
nearly equal parts, due to the highly variable output of most mewable energy I- 
in the regicaL The c d u s i o n  was: “A ‘-’ d o  consisting of near equal 
amounts of fossil and renewable eaergy performed the best under a range of 
circumhw.” 

The two fkcGty d o s  presented by the BLM on page 4-274 bear little 
relationship to the optimum energy development scenario predicted by the HPX 
feasibility study, and thus bear very little relationship to what real investors and real 
~gdators would accept as an economically practical energy development scenario. The 
BLM did not provide a f d i l i t y  study that would either support the economic 
feasibility of the SunZia pq-ect or contradict the conclusions of the HPX study. Thus the 
cunulsltive etb ts  analysis has no basis in fact to support its justifidon of the SunZia 
project. The local NRcDs also cited the ‘kuninently pendiqg” non-renewable energy 
resources located along the proposed route. T h x  include the planned and permitted 
1000 MW Bowie plant, as well as existing natural gas poweredplants, 1-d m 
so~NewM~~andsauthernArizdMa,~cannotexpandp~ductionwithout 

‘oncapcity. Oneaftke~tatimo€tmEHVtineisthehigh iExxasedtransmssr 

The proposed Szmzia project only has six subsattons, andthree ofthem we located m the 
region of the natural gas powered plan@. The highest mtimate fbr nw-mewable energy 
development in either of the scenarios pres&ed by the BlLhA is 580 MW, which is a 
~misrepreseatEationofthep~ledevelopmentofnon-renearableenergyresources 
dtiug~thisproposedincreaseiatransrmsslo * ampacity. TheBowieplantwould 
contribute IO00 MW on its own. 

. .  expense of p d h g  “on-nrmps md of€--’’ (substaliow) for transrmssl on acmss. 

Since SunZia bas not disclosed its “anchor mtorners’’, a term used in the 201 1 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) decision, and since FERC will regulate 
8ccess for all other generatian s~uf?ces mostly on a fmf mrn- served basis, the BUM 
is in RO psitiun to speculate tlzat only 290 to 580 MW of nowmewable energy would be 
developed as a result of the proposed traosmrss ‘ ion project. By grossly undere-g 
the development of non-renewable resources, the B W  also grossly underes- their 
curnulatiye effects, and appears to have not disused cEmtulBti;ye effects of new fossil 
powered generation at all- 

This lack of objective d p i s  is especiaily evident mthe section on Global 
Climate Change, where the BLM makes the speculative statement that “... construction of 
either of the proposed options COuId potentialry result in a net decrease in GHG 
[greenhouse gas1 eanissions relative to the No Action al-ve’’ (page 4-280). This 
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The B W s  guidance on cm&w effects analysis (‘Txample of cumulative 
E f W s  Analfis”) has not been followed. An approPriate boundary should be 
determined for each resource. Normally, this is the wafershed in a ruraf context. It c811 
also be a commzmifyor a culturally vduedlandsicape such as the San Pedro River Valley. 
EVIigratorgr~~s~achasbirdsmightreqnireahemisphericcontextforappropriElreanalysisof 
cumulative- AChsustractor anarbitrary 3 m i l e l i m i t h  acenterlhe arenot 
boundaries co- with BLM guidance, which suggests ~lzrmerous approPriate boundaries for 
resource an(lzysis with emphasis on choosing those that will give the most complete picture of 
the eflkts. In the case of the desert tortoise, far example, this could be the enthe rauge of the 
species, not merely its occurrence within the prqject area. In the case of tkie NRCDs, the District 
bormdaries are appropriate becanse adopted pIans and policies apply to alI Iands within the 
Districts. I: 

Once the line is in place it wii l  encouxBge further development. An adeq- discussion 
of the txm.~uldw efFects likely@ OGCUT in the fuaare as amdtof the preferred alternative needs 
to be expanded to include, atthe least, the effacts of the powexline on wildfirethre;crts, 
u r w ~  severe loss of ripruiaa h b ? t  and groundwater overdraft 

Table 4-3 1, “present, Futme, and Reasanatly Foreseeable Future Renewable 
Energy Projects’’ lists projects in Arizonawith a collective total of only 50 MW of solar 
energy producton, and only one wind energy project of unknown power pmductim. 
These projects are not in the vicinity of the SunZia project- With such low producton 
foreseeable, what is the need for the SuoZia pair of 500 kV lransmission lines, d e s s  
undisclosed non-renewable projects will make up the bulk of eaergy arheeled by S d i ?  
Ifnon-renewzibIe energy is gomg to be developti, as it is l d d  to conclude given the - 
capacity of the proposed sunzia transrmssro n lines, this too should be discussed in the 
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cumdative effects. W e r ,  the financial feasibility of the SnnZia project should be 
addressed in the context of the renewabhdnon-renewable energy prodnction which would 
be wheeled to give a clear pictme of the cumulative efkcts of fitwe and f-ble 
energy development. If the proposed Southline Transmission Project is approved, what 
would be the e e t  on the number of 500kV lines the Sunzia project would have? 

F i p  4-3, ''@diSed aeSour~e Areas for Solar," has none in the vicinity of 
Submute 4 C k .  The axxi demarcated &SO is west of Tucson and Hoy: a short 
transmission line from the AZSO QRA would be adequate to wheel power from this 
mne to the Pinal Central Substation, eliminating need for transmission lines through the 
San Pedro Ever Valley and other lands administea& by the NRCDs. This would also be 
compatibb with the IDisbcicts' suggestion of placing the line dong 1-10. 

4.17.4.6 - The appropriate cumulative effects area for considemtion of wildlife 
resources should be, at the least, the watershed and not the arbitrary limit of 4 miles each 
side of the Sunzis corridor. The middle and lower San Pedro River Valley migratory 
bird conidor is unnecessarily resirkted as lhe area of effect, when cumulative impacts to 
migratorYbirdsWinaocnrthroughont~soathwestandbeyand. WhentheSnnZia 
corridor would impact sonthwest Desert Willow fly+atc€ux habitat, why is it the 
P r e f d  Akamlhe? Similarly, why was the hfd Alteanative selwfd when it 
could affect the Sonoran Desert Tortoise population in the San Pedro River Valley? 

The discussion under Construction is good and notes the potential adverse effects 
of p a d  distarbmce on invasive plauts and erosion. However, mitigation does not 
seem commmsxrie with &ii level of effsts, especialt;r midd eBsts. . 

4.17.4.9 - This section accurately predicts the conversion of natafal landscapes to 
industdal landscapes. PTOnetheless, the severity of these efkcts in the amtext ofthe San 
Pedro River Valley is not &xptely discnssed, nor are mitigation rnewres in 
poportion, especially considering that the d y s i s  is only forthe Smau percentage of 
BLM lands which wouldbe impactd by the SnnZia Project. A mggestd m i w o n  is 
co-location of faWes a d  shred access. This does not carry the thought to its 
conclusion, that co-location doubles up on the effects because the SunZia COlTidor would 
in effect be growth indchg and attract additional development with inrreased kupacts to 
zeso~~lces. This should be discussed in the cumulative effeds sedon. Ifthe SunZia 
p r o j e c t  is approved, the wodd be an EIS to tier off of. This cost-swing tkrhg for 
NepA compliance wodd be an inducement for addi t id  atilities to co-locate in the 
sunzia COSlfidOX. 

Page 4-312 - Discussion of agricultural impacts notes toss of peamitred grazing 
and reduction of agricultural production. The conclusion that this would not be 
signiscant is based on a regional context. This is an inapplopriate resource boundary. 
impactst0 local agrkulhd producers shouldbe analyzed. 

nem is also discnssion of i n d  roads opening new acccess to O W  use. The 
discussion under Consnuction should be expanded to include effects to existing roads 
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such as pavement deteriaration or rutting and erosion of unpaved roads (such as 
Redinen Road) which would be subject to traffic and transport of heiwy 
loads. E€€ectsofreq~roadreconstructionmwt&ddfessed. 

Them appears to be no discussion of traftic conditions, mad networks or impacts 
to traflic or rods. This should be added as a separate section for analysis. 

Section 4.17.4.13 - Thae is no discussion of the cumulative effects on existing 
ecotomkim such 85 birding, ddemess use, hiking, and scenic drives, or frrtuFe 
ecotoIItism w k h  is an economic goal specifkdin the Pinal county comprehensl 've 
Plan. Thirecomlnicopportuntty * would be adversely affecded by & e o n  of local 
quality of life and natmal resources/b~versity at the emsystem level. 

Section 4.175 - The cumnlative effects of proposed RMP amendments cannot 
Bccurately be assessed when the baseline conditions &Win the RMl? me more than 
20 years old. 

Section 4.18.1 2 - SoiZ Resources concludes that there w d c i  be direct and indirect 
imw to sail momces if the RMP is amendedto &ow a conidor in adesignated 
avoidarm? area. Why has the prefared Alternative been located on soils which will be 

much steeper tenrain, with greater ptentid for erusim, than other dtematives. 
imp& adversely? Slope is mt adeqaatey am@zed. Thepldkmd Alcemative is on 

Section 4.1 8.1.4 - The San Pedro River crossing shonld be discnssed specifically. 

Section4.18.1.12 - Discussion of potential (tempoq)job creation should be 
bdancerf by discussion of permawnt loss of tourism potentia! h g h  landscape and 
resource degradation. 

Section4.18.1.13 -whetherornor apltacemnidnsndfsces is not the 
appropriatemeasure ofenvhnmea~justiceimpacts. Rumlaccupants canbe affected 
by regionalscale impacts to quality of life, and from hcmnmM additional impacts to 
existing conditions. 
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Section 1.7 Government to Government and Section 5.3 consultation and Coordination is 
inadequate in desdbing the Coordimtion e f f i  initiated by the Redhgton aad Winkelman 
NRCD’s. Not d y  are TBcoTd of those coordination efforts absent h m  the DEIS under these 
sectiol35, the Districts have record of the BLM stating a refusal to coordinate critical  issue^ and 
inmnsistencies. 

”4 

The FLPMA mandates that BLM coordinate administration of public lands with 
the land use p l m h g  and management of local governments within which such lands are 
located. This statutory mandate is detailed and explicit. The S d a  Prqject must attempt 
consistency with the local policies and plans. The specific ditective is that land use plans 
mwt be consistent with State and local plans to the maximum extent” See 43 USC 0 
1712. 

Fbsuant to 43 CFR Q 1610.3-l(a), BLM must 8ssur’e coordination with local 
governments. That regulation requires BLM to follow a specific administrative process 
and BLMmust: 

1. Keep apprised of non-Bureau of Land Management plans; 
2. Assure that BLM considers those plans that are germane in the 

developmeat of resource management p h  for public lank 
3. Assist in resolving, to the extent practicable, irtmmigtdes between 

Federal and non-Fedad government plans; and 
4. Provide for &@ public k~olvemmt of other Federal agencies, 

State and local government officials, both elected and appointed, 
d federally recognized Man tribes, in the development of 
resource minaganent plans, k M u g  euly pblic notice o f h d  
decisions that may b v e  a sigoifiamt impact on non-Federal lands. 

The Districts have advised BLM at District-initiafed coordination meetings and in 
writing that there are specific inconsistencies with the SunZia Group 4 Alteaxdves, and District 
policies and purposes. Once having been advised of the specific inconsistencies, BLM must 
address those iaconsistencies and wherever possible, attempt to resolve them. The DEIS must 
identify and resolve those inco~is~c ies ,  which it has not dune. The preferred altmmtive WBS 
not provided as an alternative to the Districts before the release of the DEIS. The Districts have 
not had the opportunity to meet with the BLM for a consistency review with the agency. 

1 

43 CFR 6 1610.3.2 mtmaes that the S d a  h & c t  must be consistent with 
adopted resource related policies and p r o p s  of the Disbicts. Indeed, ifthere are any 
inmnsistencies between the federal and local plans and policies, the Districts must be 
kept apprised of any such incansistenCis. in short, the responsible officer of BLM must 
comply with the requirement to work towards conskte~~~y of the Federal plans, mission 
statements and policies of the Districts through the coordination process. The 
administrative requirements are clear and the SunZia Project must conform to these 
~ g U f & O I B .  

(a) Gukhce and resource maaagemetlt plans and amendtnents to 
management framework plans shall be CoIlSistenf with officially approved or 
adopted resource related plans, and the policies and pt’ograms contained therein, 
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of other F e d d  agencies, State and locat g~venrmerrts and Jndian tribes, so long 
as the guidance andresome manag-t p b  atealso amistentwith the 
pnrposes,po~cies andpgmms of Federal laws andzegalatons q@cable to 
public lands, including Federal and State pollution cootrol laws as implemented 
by applicable pederal aed State air, water,eoise, and d u x  poilution staodards or 
implementation plans. 

(b) 
other Federal agencies, State and local governments and Indian tribes, guidance 
and resource management plans shall, to the maximum extent practical, be 
consistent with officially approved and adopted resource related policies and 
pfogpams of &her Federal agencies, State and Local goveriumnb and Irrilfan: 

resource management plans asre consistent with the policies, program and 
provisions of Federal laws and qylations applicable to pubk lands . . .. (43 
CPR 8 16103-2 Consistency Requirements). 

In the absence of officially approved or ado# resome-reW plans of 

tribes. Such#ns*Ilcy wiu be accoqlished solongas the guidance and 

BLM should not be abie to circumvent or curtail the required coordination with 
the Distticts. BLM is reqnired to integrate the NEPA process into “early planning’’ and 
FLPMA reasonably requires that the EIS be submitted to the Districts for review and 
identificaton of hmnsis-h before the document is xeleased for public review. 40 
cR-p!j 15005. B ~ ~ i ~ ~ t l i i S r e q n i r e n r e n t t d h a s ~ ~ t h e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t  
BLNXcoorcfinate . with the stslte and local agencies to h fullest extent possible to reduce 
duplication between W A  and comparaMe sfate and local reqirementS. 40 CFR 8 
1505.2(b)(c). Tois mandate of ccoxdidon has been Vidated by B W .  Thk 
fundamental failure and deficiency could only be r e m a  if BLM CMlIljinafes the local 
policies and plans of W i n k e h  NRCD and Redington NRcss with the SunZia Project. 
Therefore, any find EIS must be held in abeyance until there is compliance with these 
n3gulmry requiremnts. 

BLM IS C O N T R A C T U ~ Y  OBLIGATED TO COORDIlVATE 
THE SUNZLA TRANsMissION LINE PROJECT WITH THE DISTRICTS 

The State of Arizons has a strong public policy to provide for the re&mtm ‘ and 
comemation of its h& and rewms, and the preservraiOnofwaterrighs and mmi 
and pvmtion of soil erosion. &.Rev. Stat. AM. 6 33-1001. The Districts are 
political subdivisions in the State of Arizona created and existing pursuant to the Arizona 

subdivisions of the State, the Districts have a broad mandate to pmw and care far the 
conservation of lands and resources within thejr respede juris&tions and are delegated 
political subdivisions and local d t i e s  which catry out the State’s resourct? conservation 

constihrtian, Article Xm,g 7 and Adz. Rev. Stat. AM. 8 37-1001, et seq. AS p ~ M d  

policy. 

The Districts have pre-existkg mission statemb, policies and plans for resource 
management to conserve natural resources, fish and wildlife end their habitat, rivers and 
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streams and associated riparian habitats in such a manner as to protect and pron~ote the 
public hertlth, safety and general welfare of the people. The Dhtricts have carefully 
constructed and balanced principles regarding the Iand use, planning and resource 
~~mthejrrespective~dictionsinordertocanyonttheoveaallStateof 
Arizonapo~~ofresomceconservationandmanagement.Totheextenttl;latB~s 
NEPA processis inconsistent withoradversetothesepdnciples,conflicts and 
inconsistencres . a r k  with the Districts' local p h s .  Such issues must be resoIved by 
BLM through the maudate of coordination of land and resonrceplanning effozts with 
thosevitalintelem OftheDistriCts. 

Not only is B~obligatedtocoordinate the snnziaprojectwiththe Districts 
inad@ by federal poky, laws and regulations, but dso there is a specific contr~ctusl 
obligation to do so. BLM is contractualty obligated to coodmte t t ~  S m Z b  
Transmiss ionLineprojeCtand~~of~~~ontheDistr ic ts 'resources~the  
Districts' local plans. These contractual obligations arise mder the B W s  1997-1998 
Memoraodnm of Undefftaslding with the State of AFiuwa ("Atizona MOU, E x h i i  1 ") 
and W h k e h  NRCD's Memoranmun of Understanding ("Winkelman MOU, Exhibit 
2"). TzleobJigatiions pIaoed on the BLMm CooEdinate are amcise,diect and 
conteectUBug enforceable by the very tenns of those MOU's. The Arizana MOU 
spedically guthorizes the Districts to initiate this mpest at my time to coordinate such 
resource management: (Arizona MOU, G-1). The W d e h  MOU s p e d d y  
p r o w :  

IT. goiicy. 
It is the joint objective of d parties (BLM and Winlrelman PJRCD) to develop, 
coordinate and initiate resource conservation programs and to promote proper 
utilization and devehqment of iitt lands subject to theresjxztive jurisdic&iom of 
each. 

The obligation to cmrdiuae with the W M e h  NRCD is found h @ u t  the 
Winkelman MOU. The very purpose of the Winkelman MOU is for B M  to candhte 
the resource pianning management and educational activities with that District. 

A reguest for c d d  mouw manapneat plan can be initiated at 
any time by a resource management agency, a Conservation District . . . 
(AI~ZQIH MOU, 8 G-31) 

BLEvI has wrongfully taken a contrary positiOn and has refused to coordinate 
critical issues with the Districts, noNVitbstanding BLM's obligation to do so. At the joint 
June 14,201 1 meeting in San Wd, Arizona between BLM,WNRCD and W C D ,  
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Mr. James K e r n  rejected the request to wordinate. 

Transcript of Minutes of June 14,201 1 Meeting, pg. 7 (Exhibit 3): 

BDUIUI: Well, you know under FWMA, m h h g  local government has 
a, a highez plane than either one of those, as far as you’re 
responsi%i&h to ‘em. And, and that’s been our argument all 
along. 

JXenna: Well, I understand that. And I did run it by the solicitors, including 
the national solicitor, and I think their feeling is, it’s a 
misinteqmtation of case law. 

Throughout the process, BLZM stat?F was directed not to COQIcIinate incodstenCieS 
with the Districts. The actions and decisions by BLM me reflective of that negative 
approach. BLM officials refused also to present to the Districts the solicitor’s opinion in 
writing. Throughout the process, BLWI only gave lip service to the interests and concerns 
of the Distticts but chose not to even identify, address or attempt to m l v e  the issues and 
concerns. 

Even though ELM gave assurances that the Districts’ issues and impacts would be 
entered into the DEIS , it failed to do so. 

Tramrcript of Mirnarh?~ of J i y  12,2011 Meegng, pg. 23 (Exhibit 4) 

€3 Bekw: You woddn’t, that’s, I me811 drat’s, I mean case in point, we just 
f%ished this over with Catron Comty, and they were cooperators 
throughout on the Land Use Plats far S w u m .  Any what, back to 
where we mentioned earlier, the biggest tbhg is that the 
in fodon  that yon have, that’s entrered mto the document, and 
you have the wstuance that it has, that’s going to get enteaxi into 
the docmnent. The problem we’re getting into right now is, since 
we, BLM doesn’t recogIlize COordlELafin * ‘gstataSwithin,NEPA 
planning, we don’t, we’re hit a certain point whae we would be 
giving this body more idonnation than oar general public would 
begetthgandt4llat’snotagoodeiWon. 

Trcmcripi of Minutes of J d y  12,2011 Meethg, pg. 16 (Exhibit 4) 

G. Vinson: So you’ve read that. So how come h the records, they do say, in 
stuff that says, are you gomg to coordinate with us, and they say 
yes. But you guys keep telling US you cannot. 

M. Warren: Well, I know that rhe State Director took it up to DC and it, and 
they’re saying, no. 

23 



(multiple speakem) Ok. 
(multiple speakers) Well 
( d p l e  speakers) So I’m saying to yon, Pm saying to you, in 
good faith, I’m saying to you. 
(multiple speakem) Your boss said no. 

M. Warren: 

G. VinsOn: (multiple speakers, laughter) Yeah, basically yes. We know you’re 
the messen-, well, you bow . . 

In the DEIS, BUM select& Submute &2c (Subroute) as part of the new preferred 
alternative muting. That Submute cuts thou& the heart of the Districts and 
unnecessarily parallels the San Pedro River for 45 miles adversely affecting perennial 
feedez streams with in-sed significant impacts. This Subroute was a complete surprise 
not contemplated by the Districts because the impacts were too far reaching and too 
sezious. Thm was no purpose or realistic opportunity fa the Districts to consider and 
analyze the impacts ofthe new Submute. 

TranscMt of Minutes of June 14,2011 Meeting, pg. 20: (Exhibit 3) 

A. Smallhouse: Will you siia;.e that with RS before it comes up in an EIS or 
will you share the EIS with us before, excuse me, before 
the pian, befoxe it’s given to the public? 

J. Kenna: Yeah, we’ll figure out a way to get this done, one way or 
another, and, that’s p p k  are chafing at you know, which 
option is going to get picked, but r e g d m  of how 
whether you want to become a cooperating agency or not, I 
am going to ask these guys to m e  back and taUc to you 
before we release the DER3 and at that point, we should 
have enough data on questions like that, about exactly how 
they tue treated, and we cm just resolve that. 

W e  the Districts were undtxtakbg their due diligence in providing specSic 
inconsistencies and conflicts, these comments could only be provided based on the level 
of details shared by BLM which was at a minimum and non-existent with respect to the 
Submute. 

Not only because the law requires, but aIso because of the mmmitments made 
directly to the Districts by BLM, BLM should have provideddraft documents and 
meaningful information regarding the impacts on the DiStricts. The Districts should have 
been provided substantive &tail relating to the Subroute @or to the issuance of the 
DEIS. TMS WQS not d~ne. ~ a z l e o ~ e r ,  there was no coordination or even attempted 
coordination by BLM with the District8 relating to this new subroute. 
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of details shared by BLM which was at a minimum and non-existent with respect to the 
Subroute. 

Not only because the law requires, but also because of the commitments made 
directly to the Diseicts by BLM, BLM should have provided draft documents and 
mea&gfid information regarding the impacts on the Districts. The Disiricts should bave 
been provided substantive detail relating to the Subroute prior to the issuance of the 
DEIS. W s  was nof done. Moreover, there was no COordiDafon or even attempted 
coordination by BLM with the Districts relating to this new Subroute. 

BLM must coordinate the following specific resource management issues: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
5 .  

6. 
7. 

8, 
9. 

i 0. 

11. 
12. 

13. 

E f f m  on, and alteration of, the San Pedro River watershed and negative 

Effects to wildlife habitat areas, plants and animal species and to special 

Effects on cultural resources and archaeological sites and on historic 

Effects to visual resources and existing viewheds; 
Conflicts with current land use plans and policies of the Districts and other 

Impacts on wilderness areas and other special management areas; 
Effects on rural lifestyle and socio-economic conditions and 
environmental justice; 
A need €or avoidance of sensitive areas; 
Inputs to proposed changes to the SafYord and Tucson Resource 

Location ofthe SunZia Transmission Line corridor because the h f e r r d  

impacts on critical areas; 

status species; 

landscapes; 

local plans; 

Management Plans; 

Alternative route requires an amendment to BLM’s own Saf5ord 
and Tucson Resource Management Plans; 

Cumulative effects on resources and environment; 
Impacts on critical mas of concern and avoidance of other sensitive areas; 
and 
Impacts to mitigation properties, resources, values, ESA specks and 

special status species, and investments. 

We note with interest that applicant’s June 13,2012 letter fiom MI. Tom Wray, 
the SunziaProject’s Manager, to Mr. Adrian Garcia, BLM hject Manager, raises many 
ofthe sameamcerns and impacts as the Districts&. Theapplicant hasidentifed 
negative impacts with significant damage to the enviroMlent of the Preferred Alternative 
Subroute 4Ck.  That letter also acknowledges what the Districts have been saying 
throughout this process, that the San Pedro River watershed and the Districts are within a 
unique riparian habitat. The appiimt concludes “such damage will be difficult to 
mitigate,” letter page 2,T 1. The Districts generally concur h I&. Wray’s assessment that 
impacts may be impossible to mitigate. 
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mitigate,’’ letter page 2,g 1. The Districts g e n e  ConCuT io wlr. Wray’s assessment that 
impacts may be impossible to mitigate. 

The DEIS has failed to iden- the specific impacts to the Districts. Thefm, 
the impacts and damages have not been addressed M resolved. 

ACTIONS REQUESTED 

Accordingly, the Distdcts hereby request that BLM undeaake meaningful 
coodimtion steps to identify, discuss, resolve i n c o n s i s ~ ~ e s  and co&c@, address 
those inC0ns;iste~es and conflicts and propose resolution of those issues or dttxmtives 
ta resoive those issues. Specifically, tke Districts tlezmd t!x& 

BLM must vacate the cmm~ August 22,2012 DEIS comment period and 
reset it at some future date; 

BLM must coordimte a l l  of the above-identitied issues with the Districts; 

BIM must address and resolve the i n m n s m s  and conflicts with the 
Districts’ plans in a Revised Draft Enviromnental Impact Statement 
(“RDEIS”); 

BLM must address and resolve the issues raised by the applicant in the 
RDEIS; and 

BLM must not issue a PBIS until there has been fullcoardination of d 
issues with the Districts and the impacts and dimages are addressed and 
resolved. 

I 
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-- - )  Compliance Conditions Redington NRCD 

1. Assurances. 

a. Bonding 

b. Written into Plan of Development 

The Segment 3 San Pedro River crossing through the San Pedro River Valley 

near Oracle will be considered to be a Reclamation Zone 1 - Highest Priority Area. 

This area has high impacts for visual, biological, and land use resources with low 

potential for the biotic community, particularly soils and vegetation, to 

substantially rehabilitate itself even with reclamation intervention. 

Project Management-Roles and Responsibilities: 

1) AZ State Land Department advisement and approval for deviations on 
state land portions, mitigation standards, reclamation, monitoring, and 

reclamation success standards. 

1 
Communication Procedures and Protocols: 

1) The Compliance Inspection Contractor will maintain regular contact 

with the conservation district €or site visits, notification of project 

deviations and community updates as to the progression of the project 

and to provide an opportunity for the reporting of cooperator/resident 

concerns. 

2) Local school districts will be notified of increased construction traffic 

for bus safiij. 

3) The conservation district will receive a copy of the final summary 

report. 

Project Construction & Maintenance: 

1) Only aerial Construction and Maintenance along the San Pedro River 

(Segments C276, C201, C44, C450), will be used (Selective Mitigation 

Measure 13), there shall be no ground disturbance beyond the concrete 

bases for the towers and anchor wires. 
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a. Reduces the need for heavy equipment mobilization and costs 

over existing inadequate roads and/or newly disturbed soils; 

6. Reduces the time, effort and labor costs associated with 

mobilization and road rehabilitation; 

c. Water sources for dust abatement are not readily available; 

d. Substantially lower costs for post-construction mitigation and 

monitoring; 

e. Will not create ease of access for future line sitings; 

f. The Redington and San Pedro River Roads are un-improved 

rural access roads not engineered to withstand the magnitude of 

necessary equipment trait which will be needed for 

construction. Roads into this valley cross multiple mior 

washes and can be narrow with blind curves creating a safety 

hazard for local residents and perpetuating erosion issues. Pinal 

County will have invested a substantial amount of money in 

20 16 to improve a portion of the road’s surface with chip seal 

to address EPA P W i O  Non-attainment compliance and it is 

unclear as to what &ect construction traffic will have on this 

new surface. 

2) Conductor will be strung using helicopters. 

3) All maintenance to be done using existing roads and/or overland access. 

4) For co-located routes in segment C450, existing utility roads with 

current erosion and structural issues will be rehabilitated to a “better” 

condition than pre-construction which does not increase ease of access, 

but decreases erosion. 

5) During periods of construction traffic to tower sites along 

RedingtodSan Pedro River Rd., dust abatement will be a priority. 

6) Grazing lessees will be notified by the AZ State Land Department when 

the final route has been determined and provided the opportunity to 

notify the appropriate construction personnel as to current grazing 

activity, water use, and fencinglgate use. Tower placement near 
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~ ';i permanent livestock waters will be discouraged and if unavoidable, an 

alternate water source will be provided by the Proponent during 

construction and rehabilitation activities. 

7) Project construction access for additional future facilities will not be 

made available. 

Reclamation Success: 

1) The Proponent is responsible for temporary enclosure of vegetation 
rehab in grazing allotments and blocking access to off -road vehicles 
and will remain responsible for continued reclamation and monitoring 
of these sites if it is determined that the site has not met success 
standards. Lessees will be compensated for loss of forage during this 
rest period. 

2) Proponent and/or responsible party will meet with the Redington 
NRCD annually for a period of no less than 10 years post-construction 
to inspect access roads and restoration work for any additional 
mitigation measures necessary and repairs ot existing work. 
Furthermore, we would request a bond which would sufficiently 
cover the costs of such secondary mitigation projects should the 
Proponent not fulfill this folSow up obiigation to the resources 
impacted during construction and due to powerline existence. 

c. Proof of Applicant's financial capacity 

2. Direct advisement capacity from the districts for site rehabilitation for disturbance 

which is absoluteiy necessary: 

a. Kcep the disturbance above 3400 ft elevath wherever possible ta be above the 

Sonoran Desert, with greater rainfall average. 

b. The top 4-5 inches of soil disturbed to be saved and not disturbed to protect the 

soil mycorrhiza, locally adapted seeds, bugs, etc for rehab. Any vegetation 

should be cleared into this soil as well for organic matter. 

c. For any heavy loam to clay soils, bring in 4-6 inches of sandy loam soil for the 

uppennost layer. 
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d. Seed mixes should include - sideoats. biack erama Pusn mmv. wrme mre::-.-. ::. 

squirreltail, Arizona Cottontop, green sprangletop, plms bnstlegrws etc to be 

applied m the mi. No iess than 8 species. ihilled wherever possible, broadcast 

where needed at twice the seeding rate of drilled areas. 

e. Straw wattles msmiea on me contour to mmmuze any run011 ana prevent me 

erosion. Spacing depends on the % slope. 

1. mstii  mrt fences aiongsiae aii existing roads and washes where access roads 

cross to deter off road vehicle traffic. Structures checked every two weeks for the 

nrst two years 01 operauon ana tmeiy repar or any aamagcs. 

g. Rapid responsiveness of maintenance crews to notifications about erosion and on- 
roaU vehicie abuse for the first two years of rehabilitation. 
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Pipeline Road Erosion issues. 
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